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Abstract		
This	 thesis	 examines	 the	 electoral	 engagement	 of	 interest	 groups.	 While	 groups	 regularly	 interact	 with	
policymakers,	elections	provide	a	unique	opportunity	to	shape	the	public	debate	and	policy	agenda	of	the	future	
government.	While	these	policy	benefits	are	substantial,	electoral	engagement	could	also	entail	significant	costs,	
and	result	in	suboptimal	relations	with	the	next	government.	How	do	groups	engage	politically	during	elections	
and	 make	 strategic	 trade-offs?	 Based	 on	 an	 integrated	 approach—combining	 a	 cost-benefit	 framework	 and	
resource	mobilization	theory,	this	thesis	develops	a	set	of	expectations	concerning	the	electoral	engagement	of	
interest	groups.	Through	a	single	case	study	analyzing	31	Canadian	environmental	interest	groups	(ENGOs)	during	
its	42nd	national	election	in	2015,	groups’	electoral	activities,	policy	focus	and	strategic	trade-offs	were	analyzed.	
While	the	findings	indicated	that	elections	indeed	constitute	a	circumstance	with	high	stakes	and	substantial	risks	
for	interest	groups,	several	groups	demonstrate	high	levels	of	policy	engagement,	focusing	on	a	variety	of	policy	
issues	that	often	ask	for	policy	change.	At	the	same	time,	only	a	small	set	of	groups	succeeded	 in	getting	their	
policy	asks	covered	in	the	media	and	acknowledged	by	political	parties.	In	regards	to	strategic	trade-offs	a	key	
finding	 was	 that	 cost-benefit	 calculations	 were	 found	 not	 to	 be	 exercised	 within	 ENGOs,	 but	 rather	 within	
networks	of	groups,	in	coordination	with	other	national	ENGOs.		
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1)	Introduction		
Elections	are	one	of	the	most	important	milestones	in	the	political	itinerary	of	any	democratic	
country.	Discernibly,	democracy	is	defined	as	a	government	of	the	people,	for	the	people	and	by	
the	 people.	 But,	 with	 the	 ever-growing	 complexities	 of	 modern-day	 politics,	 representative	
democracy	has	become	an	established	norm	to	enable	society’s	advancements	to	occur	more	
effectively	and	efficiently.	To	create	equal	 chances	 for	 representing	current	views	of	 citizens,	
elections	are	generally	held	every	three	to	five	years.	In	the	preceding	weeks	prior	to	elections,	
political	parties	campaign	against	each	other,	 to	 increase	 their	 chances	at	becoming	 the	next	
sitting	government.	 	However,	 this	 is	not	without	contention	or	certitude.	 In	 fact,	 rarely	 is	an	
election	entirely	predictable.	Whether	that	be	the	change	of	party-political	environments	such	
as	 Winston	 Churchill’s	 outvote	 following	 the	 second	 World	 War,	 or	 America’s	 latest	 45th	
Presidential	 election,	 where	 President-elect	 Donald	 Trump’s	 abrupt	 policy	 agendas	 caused	
political	 turbulence	 worldwide;	 elections	 leave	 perpetual	 ‘wiggle-room’	 for	 plot	 twists	 and	
surprises.	 Whatever	 the	 case	 may	 be,	 topics	 or	 issues	 that	 gain	 salience,	 or	 overall	 public	
attentiveness	and	reaction	during	 the	campaign	 trail,	urges	political	parties	 to	seize	 the	most	
optimal	policies	that	will	prosper	and	ultimately,	attract	votes.		
	
When	taking	this	one-step	further,	it	is	clear	that	votes	decide	which	party	takes	office;	but	what	
is	actually	influencing	campaign-platforms	prior	to	election	day?	While	many	have	traditionally	
conceptualized	elections	as	solely	being	a	contest	between	homogenous	opponents	(i.e.	political	
parties),	holding	campaigns	to	garner	votes	and	form	a	new	government;	this	is	no	longer	the	
case.	Rather,	contemporary	politics	have	triggered	increasingly	complex	environments	by	which	
organized	 groups	 are	 paramount,	 and	 the	 conventional	 significance	 of	 voters	 has	 become	
marginal	(Hacker	and	Pierson,	2014:	643).	This	means,	the	goal	of	politics	is	no	longer	exclusively	
centered	on	winning	elections,	but	coincidingly	on	ensuring	policy	wins	and	shaping	public	policy.	
And	 because	 policies	 act	 as	 the	 basis	 for	 governmental	 power	 to	 be	 exercised,	 elections	
additionally	 function	 to	 ensure	 that	 certain	 powerful	 political	 actors	 can	 prevail	 in	 devising	
policies.	In	short,	policies	are	not	created	to	win	elections,	but	rather,	actors	seek	to	win	elections	
to	formulate	policies	(Hacker	and	Pierson,	2014:	644).		
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In	practice,	interest	groups	have	become	important	players	in	elections,	and	key	participants	in	
the	policy	discussions	that	characterize	campaign	periods.	As	elections	denote	a	time	for	political	
parties	 to	 set	 their	policy	agendas	and	platform	promises	 for	 the	upcoming	 term,	 it	 is	nearly	
impossible	for	policymakers	to	attain	complete	information	alone.		Furthermore,	it	would	be	rash	
to	assume	citizens	could	understand	all	policy	issues	first	hand.	To	bridge	the	informational	gap	
between	policymakers	 and	 citizens,	 interest	 groups	 (i.e.	NGOs,	businesses	associations,	 trade	
unions,	and	other	membership	organizations)	can	act	as	a	‘middle-man’	to	provide	knowledge	
on	pending	policy	decisions;	influence	policymakers’	choices	on	behalf	of	citizens’	preferences	
(Dür,	2008:1222);	and	perhaps	most	tactfully,	can	shape	policy	preferences	of	voters	(Hacker	and	
Pierson,	2014:	650).	
	
	Consequently,	 this	 is	 leaves	an	 important	place	 for	 interest	groups	 in	elections	 to	potentially	
shape	public	and	legislative	debates	surrounding	policy	issues	as	they	can	provide	and	potentially	
orchestrate	policy	information	between	policymakers	and	citizens.	This	is	especially	significant	
as	elections	are	times	where	citizens	are	most	engaged	with	political	issues	(Young	and	Everitt,	
2004:	105).	Hence,	elections	can	be	considered	as	concentrated,	peak	times	for	shaping	public	
policy	agendas,	and	providing	momentum	for	specific	interests	or	issues	to	be	reconsidered	by	
citizens	(Halpin	and	Fraussen,	forthcoming	2017).	For	this	reason,	political	parties	and	interest	
groups	may	share	long-term	policy	goals	through	reciprocated	relationships,	whereby	political	
parties	have	the	ability	and	power	to	expose	or	(optimistically)	endorse	interest	groups;	and	in	
return,	 interest	 groups	 can	 provide	 expertise,	 information,	 support	 and	 other	 resources	 to	
political	parties	that	they	may	otherwise	not	possess	(Allern	and	Bale,	2012:8).	
	
Altogether,	elections	become	unique	periods	for	analysing	both	policymakers	and	political	actors	
alike.	This	is	because	election	outcomes	do	not	exclusively	affect	political	parties,	but	also	interest	
groups	as	policymaking	frameworks	are	generally	prescribed	at	these	times	(Binderkrantz,	2015:	
120).	For	example,	elections	provide	times	for	political	parties	to	‘win’	but	also	a	time	to	decipher	
which	policies	win,	or	are	chosen.	Therefore,	by	understanding	elections	 from	a	policy-driven	
standpoint,	 a	 more	 precise	 depiction	 of	 our	 modern-day	 institutional	 environments	 can	 be	
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unraveled	to	grasp	the	dynamics	of	policy	change	and	processes,	as	well	as	mapping	out	interests,	
strategies,	 trade-offs	 and	 influence	 of	 political	 actors,	 such	 as	 interest	 groups	 (Hacker	 and	
Pierson,	2014:	643).		
	
1.1	Research	Puzzle	and	Research	Question		
Even	though	attention	to	the	role	of	 interest	groups	 in	policymaking	has	 increased	 in	the	 last	
decade,	 scholars	 and	 students	 of	 political	 science,	 public	 administration,	 sociology	 and	
comparative	 politics	 remain	 puzzled	 at	 exactly	 how	 and	 why	 interest	 groups	 engage	 during	
elections	(Beyers	et	al,	2008:	1105).	In	other	words,	how	are	interest	groups	responding	to	their	
environments	 during	 election	 campaigns?	 Understanding	 the	 extent	 that	 interest	 groups	
represent	themselves	and	participate	in	elections	is	crucial	as	the	degree	of	their	engagement	
could	 impact	an	election	outcome	and	future	ties	with	other	groups	and	political	 incumbents	
(Binderkrantz,	2015:	120).	Not	only	do	interest	groups	play	an	important	role	to	representative	
democracies	 and	 the	 pluralistic	 character	 of	 society,	 they	 also	 continue	 to	 represent	 many	
marginalized	groups	in	both	internal	and	external	public	policy	processes	(Levesque,	2017:	278).	
Many	of	these	organizations	concentrate	strategies	and	resources	 in	the	period	 leading	up	to	
elections,	deciphering	between	insider	strategies	(i.e.	meeting	with	political	party	strategists	to	
secure	issues	on	campaign	platforms,	educate	candidates	on	issues),	and	outsider	strategies	(i.e.	
implement	 campaigns	 for	 the	wider	 public	 through	media;	 or	 collaborating	 through	 vis-à-vis	
coalitions	to	maximize	resources	and	meet	organizational	goals	(Levesque,	2017:	281;	Hanegraaff	
et	al.,	2016:	17).	At	the	same	time,	scholarly	knowledge	of	the	electoral	engagement	of	interest	
groups	is	rather	limited.	Against	this	backdrop,	this	research	poses	the	following	main	guiding	
question:		
	
How	do	interest	groups	engage	politically	during	election	periods?		
	
Given	the	limited	academic	knowledge	of	this	topic,	this	thesis	will	address	this	question	in	an	
exploratory	manner,	and	through	a	series	of	steps.	To	do	so,	a	number	of	sub-questions	have	
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been	devised	to	gain	the	most	coherent	picture	of	interest	groups’	electoral	engagements.	These	
include:	
	
a) What	kinds	of	activities	do	groups	engage	in?	
b) What	kind	of	policy	issues	do	groups	focus	on?	
c) What	are	the	trade-offs	that	groups	make	regarding	their	election	activities	and	policy	
priorities?		
	
1.2	Research	Design	
To	grapple	with	the	following	research	question(s),	understanding	how	interest	groups	mobilize	
during	elections	is	required.	This	has	received	little	attention	in	previous	scholarship,	and	where	
it	has,	the	distinction	between	the	types	of	activities/resources	mobilized	as	well	as	the	strategies	
(i.e.	 insider/outsider)	behind	 choosing	 these	activities	has	not	been	addressed	 in	 great	detail	
(Binderkrantz,	2015:	138).		
	
Hence,	this	research	project	intends	to	fill	this	gap.	The	contribution	of	my	study	is	to	present	an	
integrated	framework	for	understanding	what	activities	and/or	resources	ENGOs	utilize,	and	the	
strategies	 behind	 these	 engagements	 during	 election	 periods.	 In	 doing	 so,	 this	 research	 has	
considered	an	integrated	approach.	In	order	to	examine	the	various	activities	groups	engage	in	
during	 elections,	 the	 thesis	 combines	 insights	 from	 resource	 mobilization	 theory	 with	
assumptions	related	to	a	cost-benefit	approach.	Furthermore,	the	research	design	also	enables	
an	 analysis	 of	 the	 justifications	 behind	 the	 strategic	 choices	made	 by	 groups	 regarding	 their	
electoral	engagement.		
	
The	empirical	focus	involves	an	exploratory,	single	case	study	(Toshkov,	2016:	30);	focusing	on	
the	environmental	policy	sector	within	a	Canadian	context	and	its	most	recent	federal	(national)	
election	period	in	2015.	This	can	be	warranted	for	two	core	reasons.	Firstly,	it	was	the	first	time	
in	the	nation’s	history,	environment	was	ranked	as	the	second	most	important	election-issue	for	
voters	(CBC-VoteCompass,	September	2015).	This	can	be	considered	an	unusual	circumstance	
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given	Canada’s	dominance	in	oil	and	energy	sectors—signifying	an	initial,	relevant	indicator	of	
potential	 interest	 group	 activity.	 Secondly,	 from	 an	 electoral	 standpoint,	 it	 was	 the	 longest	
campaign	period	in	Canada	since	1872	(78	days),	and	the	highest	voter	turnout	in	20	years	making	
it	an	intriguing	time-frame	to	look	at	the	extent	environmental	interest	groups	engaged	in	the	
election	and	impacted	the	upcoming	policy	agenda.		
	
More	specifically,	my	research	examined	31	Canadian	national	environmental	groups	(ENGOs).		
Here,	I	analyzed	ENGOs’	websites	during	the	time	of	the	election-campaigning	period	to	track	
different	types	of	activities	groups	exercised	(SQ#1).	Next,	I	traced	the	policy	issues	ENGOs	were	
advocating	for	through	means	of	groups	who	held	‘policy	asks’	or	outlined	requests	for	upcoming	
policy	(SQ#2).	Coincidingly,	I	assessed	the	media	coverage	these	groups	received	on	policy	issues	
from	 five	main	 national	media	 outlets.	 These	 analyses	were	 further	 reinforced	by	 four	 semi-
structured	interviews	with	ENGOs	holding	varying	degrees	of	recognition	of	their	policy	asks	by	
the	media	and	political	parties.	Through	these	interviews,	I	was	able	to	obtain	more	insight	into		
the	types	of	trade-offs	and	strategies	ENGOs	undertook	to	achieve	their	policy	inclinations	that	
could	otherwise	not	be	detected	through	the	analysis	of	documents	or	websites	(SQ#3).		
	
1.3	Academic	and	Societal	Relevance	
Altogether,	 this	 research	will	allow	a	contribution	to	current	scholarship	on	 lobbying,	 interest	
groups	and	elections	in	the	broader	field	of	public	administration	and	public	policy	research.	As	
the	eminence	of	electoral	and	party	politics	appears	to	be	weakening	(Mair,	2005:	13),	policy	
networks	 and	 systems	 of	 collaborative	 governance	 have	 gained	 strength;	 enabling	 interest	
groups	to	strong	hold	prominent	positions	(Beyers	et	al,	2008	:1104).	In	other	words,	democratic	
domains	and	procedures	have	expanded	beyond	traditional	party	politics	and	consequently,	call	
on	additional	actors	like	interest	groups	to	provide	information	for	sound	policies.	For	this	reason,	
policymakers	 and	 governments	 have	 increasingly	 supported	 interest	 groups	 to	 enhance	 their	
legitimacy	 and	 better	 represent	 society	 (Fraussen,	 2014:	 406).	 This	 progressing	 relationship	
between	interest	groups	and	political	parties	can	be	held	true	for	all	policy	sectors.	Furthermore,	
investigating	 interest	 group	 engagements	 and	 activities,	 enables	 a	 clearer	 picture	 of	 interest	
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groups	 as	 important	 entities	 to	 operative	 procedures	 within	 democratic	 practices,	 such	 as	
elections.	 Therefore,	 by	 exploring	 different	 ways	 in	 which	 interest	 groups	 mobilize	 during	
elections	and	seek	to	affect	the	policy	agenda,	we	can	shed	another	layer	to	understanding	the	
functioning	of	advanced	democracies,	and	particularly	in	an	era	where	democracies	progressively	
function	amongst	a	multitude	of	public	and	private	actors	involved	in	governance	(Beyers	et	al,	
2008:1104).	
	
1.4	Road	Map	
To	carry	out	this	research	agenda,	the	next	section	will	present	the	theoretical	background,	in	
which	 I	discuss	 the	conceptual	 framework	 that	 integrates	 insights	 from	resource	mobilization	
theory	and	a	cost-benefit	approach,	as	well	as	clarify	the	key	concepts	used	in	this	study.	These	
concepts	 include	 interest	 groups,	 environmental	 interest	 groups	 (the	 type	 of	 group	 I	 am	
analyzing)	and	how	interest	groups	fit	into	the	wider	electoral	domains.	Next,	I	will	discuss	my	
methodology.	In	this	section,	I	clarify	my	research	focus	on	31	Canadian	ENGOs	and	describe	my	
research	strategy,	the	latter	consisting	of	three	phases	that	rely	on	a	combination	of	document,	
media	and	website	analyses	as	well	as	qualitative	interviews.	These	three	phrases	address	the	
following	topics:	1)	general	election	activities	and	media	coverage,	2)	policy	asks	and	their	impact	
on	media	coverage	and	political	party	platforms,	and	3)	strategic	trade-offs	groups	make	in	their	
electoral	engagement.	Since	ENGO	activities	and	policy	asks	are	aspects	I	can	extract	from	their	
websites,	I	selected	four	groups	to	interview	with	policy	asks	that	have	varying	degrees	of	political	
party	and	media	recognition	to	inquire	different	types	of	strategies	and	trade-offs	groups	faced.	
I	 present	 the	 empirical	 analyses,	 in	which	 I	 briefly	 sketch	 the	 Canadian	 political	 context	 and	
address	the	three	formulated	research	sub-questions.	The	last	section	of	this	thesis	will	highlight	
the	 main	 findings,	 once	 again	 in	 the	 order	 of	 the	 sub-questions	 presented,	 discuss	 their	
implications	along	with	limitations	to	my	research	design	and	suggest	some	possible	avenues	for	
future	research.		
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2)	Theoretical	Background:	Conceptual	Framework	and	Key	Concepts		
In	this	section,	I	will	present	my	conceptual	framework	as	well	as	a	review	of	the	surrounding	
literature	on	key	concepts.	Firstly,	I	will	review	previous	research	to	comprehend	the	impact	of	
the	 agenda-setting	 phase	 as	 a	 form	 of	 influence	 for	 interest	 groups	 during	 pinnacle	 political	
moments	like	elections,	where	upcoming	policy	agendas	are	being	constructed.	This	impact	can	
be	shaped	by	various	factors,	 including	the	uses	of	resources,	 the	 institutional	set-up	 interest	
groups	can	mobilize	their	resources	in,	how	the	salience	of	an	issue	can	help	foster	interest	group	
activity	and	last	but	not	least,	the	strategies	interest	groups	may	employ	to	influence	upcoming	
policy	agendas.				
	
This	 will	 give	 leeway	 to	 present	 my	 integrated	 framework	 for	 understanding	 what	 activities	
and/or	resources	ENGOs	utilize,	and	the	strategies	behind	these	engagements	during	election	
periods.	In	doing	so,	this	research	will	consider	an	integrated	approach:	combining	insights	from	
resource	mobilization	 theory	 and	 a	 cost-benefit	 approach	 to	 various	 resources	 groups	 utilize	
during	elections,	as	well	as	their	justifications	behind	which	strategies	and	trade-offs	were	chosen	
to	mobilize	their	group	mandate.		
	
Next,	I	will	provide	some	more	insight	in	regards	to	the	surrounding	scholarship/concepts.	Firstly,	
I	will	address	the	definition	of	interest	groups.		Alongside	this,	I	will	note	the	characteristics	of	
ENGOs—	the	interest	group	type	that	will	be	analyzed	for	this	study.	Or	to	simply	put,	I	will	be	
considering	civil	society	groups	whose	central	focus	is	on	environmental	protection.	Lastly,	a	brief	
discussion	is	made	on	how	interest	groups	fit	into	the	wider	electoral	landscape	and	why	they	
may	 involve	 themselves	 in	 elections.	 For	 instance,	 raising	 awareness	 on	 issues	 to	 citizens,	 or	
ensuring	 that	 political	 parties	 have	 adequate	 policy	 guidance	 when	 creating	 their	 election	
manifestos.	In	the	following	chapter,	I	will	clarify	how	this	framework	was	put	into	practice,	and	
outline	the	research	process	in	more	detail.				
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2.1	Agenda	Setting	and	Influence		
In	conjunction	with	elections,	an	underlying	inclination	for	groups	to	engage	during	these	times,	
is	the	hope	to	impact	political	parties’	prospective	policy	agendas	for	the	upcoming	government.	
As	mentioned	 briefly	 in	 the	 introduction,	 understanding	 elections	 through	 a	 ‘policy-focused’	
perspective	enables	us	 to	understand	that	elections	are	not	only	 times	 for	political	parties	 to	
‘win’	but	for	surrounding	political	actors	to	influence	policies	and	reshape	governance	(Hacker	
and	 Pierson,	 2014:	 643).	 Hence,	 agenda-setting	 enables	 one	 circumstance	 of	 why	 organized	
political	activity	prevails	 in	particular	ways,	and	what	this	allotment	entails	 for	actual	political	
outcomes	 (Hacker	and	Pierson,	2014:	656).	 In	other	words,	 setting	political	 agendas	not	only	
affects	how	public	policies	will	be	exercised,	but	also	which	policies	can	be	created	and	which	
unwanted	policies	can	be	removed.		
	
With	that	said,	agenda-setting	provides	a	glimpse	of	political	action	by	means	of	shaping	public	
policy	 and	 understanding	 the	 functions	 of	 how	 political	 actors	 impact	 decisions	made.	 Since	
policies	are	often	the	pinnacle	to	any	political	activity;	elections	provide	a	peak	time	to	analyzing	
which	 actors	 will	 and	 can	 exercise	 authority	 to	 ensure	 their	 policy	 preferences	 are	 secured	
(Hacker	and	Pierson,	2014:	648).	Therefore,	agenda-setting	should	be	understood	as	a	form	of	
the	policy	process,	but	also	as	a	form	of	influence.	From	an	interest	group	perspective,	this	means	
policy	agendas	provide	gateways	for	groups	to	mobilize	and	influence	political	action	(Levesque,	
2017:	278);	and	policies	can	create	a	basis	for	such	collective	action	to	occur	(Hacker	and	Pierson,	
2014:	645).	Analogically	speaking,	if	elections	decide	the	‘cast	of	the	show’	and	policy	(agendas)	
render	the	scripts;	interest	groups	would	seek	to	be	the	screenwriters.	
	
To	get	a	better	sense	of	this,	defining	agenda-setting	and	its	relevant	features	is	required.	Cobb	
and	Elder	(1983)	make	reference	to	agenda	setting	as	a	query	of	“how	issues	gain	access	to	an	
institutional	agenda…and	how	these	group	conflicts	become	transformed	into	public	issues…to	
be	 placed	 on	 the	 docket	 for	 authoritative	 decision-making”	 (Cobb	 and	 Elder,	 1983:	 35).	
Furthermore,	elections	are	a	time	where	issues	are	chosen	for	policymakers	to	act	on,	and	where	
issues	are	prioritized	within	the	agenda.	For	instance,	Jones	and	Baumgartner	(2005)	note	that	
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agenda	setting	is	the	process	whereby	organizations	focus	on	certain	issues	more	so	than	others	
(Jones	 and	 Baumgartner,	 2005:	 38).	 In	 addition,	 Kingdon	 (1995)	 notes	 that	 agenda	 setting	 is	
selecting	the	most	commendable	problems	for	decision	makers	to	prioritize	their	attention	to.	
This	can	be	further	underlined	through	Kingdon’s	multiple	steam	framework	who	examines	the	
procedures	that	occur	when	agendas	are	being	set	and	the	alternatives	by	means	of	‘windows	of	
opportunity.’	 For	 Kingdon,	 an	opportunity	 occurs	when	political,	 policy	 and	problem	 streams	
unite	and	create	a	chance	for	an	issue	to	surface	as	an	agenda	item	(Kingdon,	1995).	
	
As	 a	 result,	 agenda-setting	 provides	 an	 adequate	 basis	 for	 understanding	 the	 processes	 of	
interest	 groups	 to	 effect	 policy	 development.	 A	 first	 step	 to	 recognizing	 this	 is	 through	 the	
underlying	motive	of	 interest	groups,	that	 is:	 to	 influence.	 In	simplest	terms,	the	definition	of	
influence	is	‘an	actor’s	ability	to	shape	a	decision	in	line	with	his/her	preferences’	(Nagel,	1975:	
29).	 Which,	 in	 this	 case,	 is	 shaping	 decisions	 that	 will	 be	 set	 for	 upcoming	 policy	 agendas.	
Dominating	 scholarships	underline	 that	 interest	groups	attaining	access	 to	exert	 influence	on	
policymakers	 and	 overarching	 policy	 agendas	 is	 through	 means	 of	 expertise	 and	 providing	
information	 (Bohmelt,	 2013:	 701;	 Lohmann,	 1995).	 For	 the	most	 part,	 if	 consensus	 between	
interest	groups	and	government	increases,	agencies	are	more	likely	to	make	a	change	in	policy;	
but	if	consensus	decreases,	agencies	tend	to	support	their	own	position	(Golden,	1998:	261).		
	
With	this	said,	there	are	four	main	determinants	that	shape	the	capacities	of	interest	groups	to	
influence	 agenda	 setting	 processes.	 This	 includes:	 interest	 group	 resources,	 the	 political	
institutions	involved,	the	salience	of	an	issue,	and	groups’	strategies	(Dür,	2008:	1213).		
	
Resources		
Generally	speaking,	the	more	resources	an	interest	group	has,	the	more	likely	it	will	increase	their	
chances	 to	 influence	 policy	 outcomes	 (i.e.	 setting	 policy	 agendas).	 During	 elections,	 interest	
groups	have	to	option	to	use	resources	in	the	lead	up	and	throughout	these	periods	(Levesque,	
2017:	 280).	More	 specifically,	 election	 times	may	 enable	 interest	 groups	 to	 use	 a	 number	 of	
resources	 to	 promote	 incumbents,	 challengers	 or	 surrounding	 supporters.	 Some	 of	 these	
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resources	may	 include:	 financial	 resources	 (i.e.	 funding);	 expertise	 and	 knowledge	 on	 issues	
surrounding	policies;	research	capacities;	as	well	as	human	resources	(i.e.	volunteers).	Whatever	
the	resource	may	be,	interest	groups’	ability	to	supply	and	policymakers’	demand	for	resources	
determines	the	influence	groups	can	gain	over	policy	outcomes	(Dür,	2008:1215).	In	the	case	of	
election	times,	outcomes	lend	to	the	product	of	political	parties’	policy	agendas.		
	
Institutions		
Political	 institutions	 affect	 interest	 groups’	 influence	 on	 policy	 outputs	 (i.e.	 policy	 agendas)	
because	 it	 shapes	 their	 access	 and	 capabilities	 during	 policy-making	 processes.	 They	 are	
important	 determinants	 for	 interest	 group	 influence	 however,	 institutions	 are	 also	 shaped	
around	past	interest	group	lobbying.	For	example,	rules	or	procedures	of	decision	making	may	
have	been	created	due	to	the	power	balance	in	society	in	shaping	rules	to	favour	certain	interests	
(Dür,	2008:	1216).	Hence,	institutional	factors	such	as	centralized	and/or	vertically	or	horizontally	
decentralized	 political	 systems	 affect	 interest	 groups’	mobilization	 toward	 strategies	 used	 to	
influence	 (Klüver	 et	 al,	 2015:	 457).	 As	 a	 result,	 institutional	 setups	 and	 variation	 amongst	
countries	can	foster	favouritism	if	certain	interests,	resources	and	organizational	properties	are	
associated	 with	 governments	 or	 other	 institutional	 bodies.	 For	 example,	 advocacy	 may	 be	
targeted	at	different	levels	of	government	to	mobilize	and	educate	citizens	and	policy	makers	on	
particular	issues.	This	further	fosters	concerns	such	as	the	political	support	and	engagement	from	
political	bodies;	that	are	needed	for	 interest	groups	to	push	their	messages	forward	and	may	
affect	the	resources	they	can	mobilize	(Levesque,	2017:	287).		
	
Issue	Salience		
Issue	characteristics	such	as	policy	type,	degree	of	technicality	and	public	salience	have	effects	
on	interest	group	influence	within	a	policy	domain’s	agenda.	This	may	occur	both	endogenously	
and	exogenously.	For	example,	externally,	groups	may	seek	to	increase	the	salience	of	an	issue	
by	campaigning	to	advances	its	interests	(Dür,	2008:	1218).	But	internally,	if	interest	groups	are	
able	to	shape	the	policy	agenda	(i.e.	through	lobbying),	they	may	affect	the	salience	of	the	policy	
issue	at	hand	(Klüver	et	al,	2015:	457).	Hence,	issue	salience	is	relevant	to	agenda	setting	as	a	
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form	of	influence	because	it	affects	the	environment	in	which	interest	groups	exercise	to	shape	
policy.	For	instance,	if	an	issue	is	salient	it	could	mean	two	things	for	influencing	policy	making.	
One	assumption	is	if	an	issue	is	assumed	to	have	high	salience,	it	will	get	more	attention	from	
policy	makers;	so	if	groups	want	to	generate	attention,	its	likely	a	positive	thing.	Conversely,	this	
may	play	out	as	a	disadvantage,	as	attracting	too	much	salience	will	attract	more	attention	from	
other	political	actors	and	make	it	difficult	to	shape	the	policy	solution.	Klüver	et	al	(2015)	notes	
other	policy-related	 factors	 (i.e.	policy	 type,	protecting	or	changing	 the	status	quo,	degree	of	
conflict)	 also	 align	 with	 issue	 salience	 since	 such	 factors	 contribute	 to	 how	much	 or	 quickly	
political	domains	will	address	issues	(Klüver	et	al,	2015:	457).	For	example,	the	general	agenda-
setting	hypothesis	claims	that	the	salience	of	any	issue	on	the	policy	agenda	is	the	result	of	how	
much	the	media	perceives	it	to	the	relevant	(McCombs	and	Zhu,	1995	in	Lawlor,	2017:	69).	
	
Strategies			
Lastly,	and	most	importantly	for	my	research,	an	interest	group’s	strategies	are	to	maximize	their	
influence	on	setting	policy	agendas	and	involve	many	of	the	elements	just	mentioned	above.	And	
yet,	little	research	subsists	on	this	issue	(Dür,	2008).	Nevertheless,	existing	scholarship	has	noted	
that	interest	groups	are	found	to	employ	both	conventional	and	unconventional	methods	within	
political	 processes	 like	 agenda-setting.	 Amongst	 these	 two	 however,	 groups	 tend	 to	 employ	
conventional	 more	 than	 unconventional	 methods	 (Dalton	 et	 al,	 2003:	 744).	 For	 instance,	
Andrews	 and	 Caren	 (2010)’s	 study	 underlines	 that	 groups	who	mobilize	 people	 and	working	
closely	with	 political	 authorities	 (i.e.	 conventional)	were	 strategies	 that	were	 evident	 to	 gain	
more	 media	 attention	 while	 groups	 who	 used	 more	 confrontational	 strategies	 (i.e.	
unconventional)	received	less	news	coverage.		Ultimately,	this	came	down	to	the	organizational	
capacities	and	use	of	conventional	tactics	used	to	target	the	media.	The	more	likely	groups	held	
these	characteristics	(i.e.	more	resourceful),	the	more	likely	they	would	be	reported	on.	In	other	
words,	the	authors	noted	that	there	is	a	higher	distribution	of	groups	using	conventional	tactics	
to	receive	media	coverage	(Andrews	and	Caren,	2010:	856-857).		
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Moreover,	Dalton	et	al	(2003)	notes	some	activities	with	higher	outputs	amongst	environmental	
interest	groups	such	as:	contact	with	people	in	the	media,	mobilizing	public	opinion,	contact	with	
other	ENGOs,	informal	and	formal	meetings	with	ministers	or	civil	servants,	contact	with	local	
government	authorities,	and	contact	with	other	 international	ENGOs.	To	my	surprise,	contact	
with	 officials	 of	 political	 parties	 ranked	 the	 lowest	 amongst	 the	 other	 often-used	 activities	
(Dalton	et	al,	2003:	751).	Other	strategies	can	be	noted	form	Levesque	(2017)’s	case	study	on	
how	interest	groups	strategize	and	use	their	resources	to	mobilize	their	message.	These	include	
researching	 the	 backgrounds	 of	 elected	 members	 who	 are	 in	 favour	 of	 a	 group’s	 interests;	
publishing	 policy	 papers;	 creating	 public	 education	 support/work	 (i.e.	 educating	 an	 training	
citizens/members	on	 issues);	 the	use	of	digital	 communication	 to	help	organize	events	when	
members	are	scattered	geographically	within	the	country	and	to	help	lower	costs;	and,	the	use	
of	coalitions	especially	when	financial	and	human	resources	are	scarce	 (Levesque,	2017:	289-
292).	Furthermore,	the	use	of	media	is	an	important	strategy	as	political	parties	typically	use	it	
as	 a	 platform	 to	 hold	 ‘media-led	 messaging’	 of	 policy	 positions/messages.	 Lawlor	 (2017)	
underlines	that	environmental	policy’s	agenda	held	strong	evidence	of	being	driven	by	media	
coverage	(Lawlor,	2017:	82).		
	
Altogether,	 these	 methods	 are	 often	 distinguished	 as	 two	 types	 of	 strategies:	 1)	 insider	
strategies:	that	are	based	on	conferring	with	policy/decision	makers	or	formal	political	actors;	
and	2)	outsider	strategies:	that	stem	from	using	public	domains	such	as	the	media	or	individuals	
to	mobilize	action	(Baumgartner	and	Leech,	1998:	152).		This	is	an	important	distinction	to	make	
when	understanding	 how	groups	mobilize	 in	 elections	 as	 it	 is	 natural	 that	 not	 all	 groups	 are	
capable	of	the	same	strategies.	For	example,	Hanegraaff	et	al	(2016)	underline	the	variation	in	
why	groups	may	use	insider	and	outsider	strategies	in	transnational	policy	domains.	Their	point	
of	 departure	 stems	 by	 groups	 seeking	 to	 influence	 but	 also	 because	 of	 group	maintenance-
related	reasons.	Overall,	these	authors	find	that	there	are	a	number	of	important	implications	on	
lobbying	strategies	and	political	influence.	Firstly,	resource	dependencies	severely	affected	the	
lobbying	 strategies	 groups	 could	 implement.	 Secondly,	 groups	 are	 not	 destined	 to	 use	 only	
insider	or	only	outsider	strategies,	rather	it	was	found	that	NGOs	utilized	both	or	found	a	balance	
Divide	and	Conquer:	Interest	Group	Engagement	During	Elections|	
	
15	
between	such	strategies.	And	lastly,	while	resources	are	important	for	implementing	strategies,	
the	use	of	outsider	strategies	was	also	used	to	ensure	organizational	maintenance	goals	were	
met	 (i.e.	 satisfying	members’	 needs)	 (Hanegraaf	 et	 al.,	 2016:	 17-18).	 Overall,	 the	 distinction	
between	 insider	 and	 outsider	 strategies	 provides	 an	 appropriate	 point	 of	 departure	 when	
analyzing	and	comparing	various	interest	groups	activity	and	strategies	at	one	period	in	time	(i.e.	
elections).		
	
By	that	same	token,	Binderkrantz	(2005)	further	establishes	these	two	strategies	amongst	four	
core	characterizations	of	influence	strategies.	However,	she	utilized	a	synonymous	connotation:	
‘direct’	referring	to	insider	strategies	and	‘indirect’	referring	to	outsider	strategies.		For	example,	
direct	strategies	include:	1)	administrative,	2)	parliamentary,	and	indirect	strategies	include	3)	
media	and	4)	mobilization	strategies.	Most	groups	are	known	to	combine	methods	of	influence,	
but	in	terms	of	civil	society	interest	groups,	the	use	indirect	strategies	are	higher	because	they	
are	competing	for	members	(Binderkrantz,	2005:	696).	The	author	measured	these	strategies	by	
questioning	 interest	groups	how	often	 they	used	a	wide	 range	of	methods	and	weighted	 the	
degree	of	importance	ascribed	to	each	activity	by	the	groups,	for	groups	to	receive	a	score	of	all	
weighted	activities	in	regards	to	the	strategy	(Binderkrantz,	2005:	699).	Altogether,	the	author	
finds	 that	 interest	 groups	 use	 a	 mix	 of	 strategies	 and	 having	 a	 dominate	 position	 did	 not	
necessarily	increase	the	chances	of	using	indirect	strategies	(Binderkrantz,	2005:	710).	
	
2.2	Conceptual	Framework:	An	Integrated	Approach	
But	to	better	grasp	these	initial	concepts	and	literature	circling	my	main	research	question,	it	is	
of	 great	 import	 to	 first	 ask	 ourselves:	 how	 can	 we	 actually	 understand	 and	 assess	 the	
engagements	 of	 interest	 groups	 in	 elections?	 Clearly,	 this	 is	 a	 distinct	 period	 in	 the	 political	
calendar,	whereby	actors	 aim	 to	 impact	public	 policy	 agendas	 and	opinions	 in	 a	 rather	 short	
period	of	time.	However,	it	cannot	be	assumed	that	all	actors	hold	the	same	ambitions,	goals	and	
opinions	during	elections	(or	anytime	so	to	speak).	And	top	of	this,	it	would	be	false	to	assume	
that	all	groups	have	access	to	the	same	amenities,	abilities	and	are	able	influence	at	synonymous	
magnitudes.	 Therefore,	 when	 assessing	 this	 proposition	 and	 the	 guiding	 questions	 of	 this	
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research,	careful	considerations	should	be	made	when	seeking	the	most	suitable	yet	pragmatic	
approach.	For	example,	avoiding	a	framework	that	has	a	concrete,	static	structure	and	instead,	
facilitating	a	more,	 flexible	guide	 that	can	accommodate	 to	 the	varying	conditions	of	 interest	
groups.		That	way,	the	analysis	can	rightly	exercise	an	exploratory	approach	and	review	the	case	
study	with	unobstructed	prospects.			
	
For	 that	 reason,	 two	 approaches	will	 be	 considered	 for	 finalizing	 interest	 group	 engagement	
during	elections.		This	includes	guiding	the	research	by	considering	a	cost-benefit	approach,	as	
well	 as	 utilizing	 resource	 mobilization	 theory.	 To	 fully	 comprehend	 the	 logic	 behind	 this	
framework,	 I	 provide	 an	 outline	 of	 each	 approach,	 with	 examples	 from	 previous	 studies.	
Following	this,	I	offer	an	explanation	on	how	these	two	approaches	can	work	in	conjunction	with	
one	another,	and	how	it	will	act	as	a	guide	to	answer	the	main	research	question.		
	
2.2.1	Cost-Benefit	Approach		
A	cost-benefit	analysis	is	the	assessment	of	decisions	in	terms	of	its	profits	(benefits)	or	expenses	
(costs).		The	goal	of	this	approach	is	to	provide	a	coherent	process	to	calculate	and	assess	choices	
with	regards	to	their	consequences,	and	a	systematic	approach	for	making	decisions	(Drèze	and	
Stern,	1987:911).	Traditionally,	this	is	most	commonly	utilized	for	assessing	economic	and	public	
sector	projects.	To	provide	a	brief	analogy,	picture	a	company	whom	plans	on	turning	their	paper	
files	 to	 electronic	 files—while	 benefits	 may	 be	 less	 physical	 storage	 space	 and	 being	 more	
environmentally	 conscious;	 costs	may	 include	 the	 budget	 behind	 buying	 the	 technology	 and	
training	employees	on	how	to	use	the	appropriate	software.	Hence,	two	core	purposes	can	be	
underlined:	1)	 to	determine	 if	a	decision	 is	a	 sound	 (i.e.	 is	 feasible	and/or	provides	adequate	
advantage)	and	2)	enables	a	comparison	between	options	to	understand	how	particular	benefits	
can	outweigh	costs.	Overall,	this	analysis	centres	on	pursuing	something	if	the	benefits	outweigh	
the	costs	(Williams,	1974:252).		
	
That	said,	Williams	(1974)	further	notes	that	time,	context	and	general	scope	of	a	decision	are	
key	factors	concerning	this	approach.	For	instance,	what	a	relevant	cost	may	be	for	one	context	
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may	not	be	for	another	(Williams,	1974,	255).	Shifting	towards	public	administration	domains,	
this	can	be	especially	underscored	through	the	various	research	agendas	incorporating	costs	and	
benefits	 linked	to	various	political	activities.	 I	will	provide	a	few	illustrations	of	how	this	cost-
benefit	framework	has	been	applied	in	the	context	of	interest	group	research.		
	
For	 instance,	Leifeld	and	Schneider	(2012)	 implicitly	note	how	political	agents	must	weigh	the	
costs	and	benefits	of	establishing	contacts	during	the	formation	of	policy	networks	(Leifeld	and	
Schneider,	2012:	2).	This	is	examined	through	the	effects	of	‘opportunity	structures,’	or	external	
factors	that	benefit	or	limit	information	exchanges	in	policy	networks.	Here,	it	was	found	that	
political	 organizations	 consider	 transaction	 costs	 when	 considering	 whom	 to	 approach.	 For	
example,	when	political	actors	choose	partners	to	interact	with,	they	do	so	because	they	see	a	
benefit	to	attaining	policy-related	goals,	but	also	consider	if	these	exchange	partners	are	easy	to	
access	(Leifeld	and	Schneider,	2012:	16).	Hence,	a	cost-benefit	approach	can	be	valuable	to	assess	
both	short	term	and	long	term	decisions	within	political	environments.	Another	example	can	be	
seen	in	Beyers	and	Kerremans	(2007),	and	their	analysis	on	the	advantages	and	consequences	of	
interest	groups	being	recognized	at	the	domestic	or	European	level,	and	the	opportunities	these	
bring	when	influencing	policy-making.	For	example,	business	groups	who	increasingly	represent	
transnational	 or	 European	 companies,	 aim	 to	 expand	 their	 scope	 of	 policy	 interests	 or	 have	
multiple	niches,	will	seek	to	foster	Europeanization	as	oppose	to	groups	who	are	dependent	on	
national	government	subsidies	such	as	Dutch	or	Belgium	NGOs	(Beyers	and	Kerremans,	2007:	
474-475).	Once	again,	costs	or	benefits	are	weighed	based	on	the	goals	and	dependence	groups	
hold	in	their	environments	that	will	enable	groups	to	decide	which	level	of	policy-making	enables	
them	to	create	the	most	advantageous	impact.		
	
Having	 said	 that,	 when	 considering	 this	 research	 project	 through	 a	 cost-benefit	 perspective,	
interest	 groups	 can	be	expected	 to	engage	 in	election	 times,	but	may	 refrain	 from	particular	
engagements	due	to	possible	costs	associated	with	these	periods.	Thus,	a	general	expectation	is	
that	interest	groups’	electoral	engagement	can	be	seen	as	a	case	to	assessing	benefits	and	costs.	
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Depending	 on	 the	 costs	 and	 benefits,	 interest	 groups	 will	 decide	 their	 own	 strategy	 while	
engaging	in	elections.		
	
A	 number	 of	 prospective	 costs	 and	benefits	 can	be	 illustrated.	On	 the	one	hand,	 benefits	 of	
electoral	engagement	may	include	groups	who	hold	strong	ties	with	political	parties	which	makes	
them	powerful	political	actors	(Binderkrantz,	2015:	125).		Furthermore,	groups	may	be	motivated	
to	ensure	political	allies	are	elected	or	re-elected	who	support	their	issues	(Binderkrantz,	2015:	
123).	 As	 parliamentary	 re-alignments	 typically	 occur	 in	 a	 newly	 elected	 parliament,	 interest	
groups	may	seek	to	impact	campaign	periods	to	increase	their	chance	of	sustaining	a	status	quo	
or	creating	new	windows	of	opportunity	for	policy	change	if	the	current	sitting	government	does	
not	meet	their	needs.	Another	instance	where	interest	groups	may	seek	electoral	engagement	is	
by	supporting	candidates	to	safeguard	political	access	following	the	election	(Binderkrantz,	2015:	
123).	In	this	circumstance,	groups	may	seek	particular	relationships	with	policymakers	to	ensure	
advantageous	 policy	 outcomes.	On	 the	 other	 hand,	 costs	may	 include	 running	 the	 risk	 of	 an	
interest	group	associating	themselves	with	a	particular	political	party.	In	other	words,	interest	
groups	holding	obvious	partisan	outlooks	can	be	a	costly	strategy	in	modern	politics.	For	example,	
fully	effecting	the	electoral	result	is	unlikely,	and	if	an	interest	group	affiliates	itself	with	a	losing	
political	party,	it	could	be	detrimental	to	the	groups’	control	on	issues	in	future	policy	discussions	
(Allern	and	Saglie	2008:	30).		
	
Despite	these	expectations,	there	is	very	scant	research	using	cost-benefit	perspectives	applied	
to	 the	engagement	of	 interest	groups	 in	elections.	One,	previous	 study	 includes	Binderkrantz	
(2015)	and	her	cost-benefit	approach	on	Danish	interest	group	electoral	engagement.	Interest	
group	engagement	in	elections	was	analyzed	by	weighing	benefits	and	costs	to	show	how	groups	
may	 engage	 or	 refrain	 from	 partisan	 or	 non-partisan	 engagements	 during	 elections	
(Binderkrantz,	2015:	121).	Core	 findings	underlined	 that	different	 types	of	groups	engaged	 in	
partisan	related	activities.	For	instance,	while	blue-collar	unions	held	high	partisan	engagement	
such	as	providing	financial	contributions,	or	supporting	a	specific	political	party;	citizen	groups	
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were	more	involved	in	non-partisan	activities	such	as	seeking	media	attention	dealing	with	the	
election	or	developing	materials	for	all	parties	to	use	(131-132).		
	
Moreover,	it	was	found	that	a	cost-benefit	perspective	was	effective.	The	underlying	benefits	are	
simple:	 interest	 groups	 generally	 have	 something	 to	 gain	 from	 electoral	 engagement	
(Binderkrantz,	 2015:130).	 	 For	 example,	 the	 basic	motivation	 can	 be	 seeking	 to	 ensure	 their	
opinions	are	heard	at	a	time	when	policy	agendas	are	being	debated.		However,	costs	outweighed	
the	benefits.	Largely	speaking,	the	costs	of	electioneering	were	core	reasons	of	groups	avoiding	
active	 electoral	 engagement.	 Full	 engagement	meant	 possible	 costs	 of	 potentially	 damaging	
groups’	 relationships	 or	 associations	 with	 political	 parties	 if	 involving	 themselves	 in	 partisan	
activities	(121,	135).	Another	instance	of	a	benefit	and	costs	trade-off	was	found	where	groups	
who	 sought	 to	 expand	 their	 networks	 across	 the	 political	 spectrum	 tended	 to	 dis-align	
themselves	 from	 partisan	 engagements	 (136).	 Lastly,	 it	 was	 noted	 that	 the	 extent	 of	 group	
activities	appeared	to	be	affected	by	aspects	such	as	resources	and	the	disposition	of	groups’	
policy	engagement.	Altogether,	Binderkrantz	notes	a	paradox	between	groups	having	high	levels	
of	 interest	 in	 electoral	 outcomes	 but	 with	 a	 majority	 still	 refraining	 from	 election-related	
activities	and	engagement	(135).	This	is	interesting	because	although	there	is	something	to	gain	
by	seeking	influence	during	elections,	many	groups	avoid	participating	during	these	times	due	to	
the	costs	associated	with	election	times.	For	instance,	support	from	groups	may	not	fully	be	of	
help	to	parties	or	candidates,	and	consequently	groups	may	seek	alternative	political	contacts	
(136).	 All	 in	 all,	 it	 is	 clear	 that	 election	 times	 hold	 both	 ample	 opportunity	 and	 risk;	making	
electoral	 engagement	 ever	 more	 important	 to	 study,	 especially	 as	 it	 sets	 the	 stage	 for	
policymaking	following	election	periods.		
	
Nevertheless,	despite	Binderkrantz	(2015)’s	valid	analysis	utilizing	a	cost-benefit	perspective	in	
regards	 to	 assessing	 a	 broad	 scope	 of	 interest	 groups	 within	 an	 election,	 additional	
considerations	could	strengthen	this	analysis.	This	includes	stepping	away	from	an	analysis	that	
chiefly	focuses	on	the	degree	of	partisan	versus	non-partisan	engagements	and	rather,	look	at	
the	additional	variation	of	initiatives	within	these	categories	taken	during	election	periods.	For	
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example,	Binderkrantz	focuses	more	on	the	level	of	activity	as	opposed	to	the	specific	types	of	
engagements.	 This	 could	 be	 further	 reinforced	 by	 assessing	 the	 reasons	 behind	 electoral	
engagements	or,	disengagements.	Not	only	would	these	provide	a	more	in-depth	analysis	of	the	
various,	 specific	 interest	 group	 activities	 during	 elections,	 but	 also	 contributes	 reasons	why	
activities	transpire	 in	spite	of	being	partisan	or	non-partisan	driven.	Lastly,	undergoing	a	cost-
benefit	 analysis	 on	 a	 variety	 of	 groups	 does	 not	 allow	 the	 researcher	 to	 consider	 the	 policy	
context	 of	 groups,	 and	 the	 types	 of	 policy	 issues	 groups	would	 aim	 to	 tackle	 during	 election	
periods.		
	
2.2.2	Resource	Mobilization	Theoretical	Approach	
Resource	mobilization	theory	underlines	the	importance	of	resources	for	a	social	phenomenon’s	
development	and	success.	Most	commonly	used	to	understand	the	efforts	of	social	movements,	
resource	mobilization	theory	is	thus	a	way	to	understand	how	a	movement’s	resources	should	
be	utilized	in	the	best	way	possible	and	argues	that	group	activities	are	strongly	dependent	on	
these	 resources	 (Gamson,	 1975).	 	 This	 theory	 demonstrates	 that	 social	 movements	 occur	
because	individuals	are	unsatisfied	with	something,	and	are	able	to	mobilize	resources	to	take	
action.	 This	 is	 particularly	 noticeable	 when	 we	 look	 at	 the	 pluralistic	 nature	 of	 society	 and	
individuals	seeking	a	need	for	protest	and	better	representation	of	their	opinion.	For	example,	
‘Black	Lives	Matter’	and	other	related	social	movements	have	utilized	elite	hip-hop	artists	and	
celebrities	to	support	the	battle	for	civil	rights	(Dennis,	2016:	51).	However,	another	aspect	of	
this	theory	sheds	light	on	the	fact	that	not	all	individuals/groups	are	able	to	mobilize	equally.	For	
instance,	 a	 larger,	 regionally-based	 organization	 may	 have	 more	 resources	 to	 take	 part	 in	
activities	than	a	smaller,	local	groups	despite	advocating	the	same	message.	Therefore,	the	goal	
of	 this	 approach	 is	 understanding	 advantageous	 practices	 of	 using	 resources	 to	 achieve	
organizational	goals.			
	
In	more	practical	 terms,	there	are	a	number	of	aspects	to	consider	when	using	this	theory	to	
evaluate	an	organization’s	activities.	Firstly,	assessing	the	multiplicity	of	resources	that	can	be	
mobilized.	 Resource	 mobilization	 evaluates	 an	 organization’s	 activities	 involving	 the	
Divide	and	Conquer:	Interest	Group	Engagement	During	Elections|	
	
21	
maximization	of	existing	resources	but	also	securing	new	resources.	A	simple	example	could	be	
expanding	 an	 organization’s	 base	 of	 supporters	 in	 society,	 or	 becoming	 part	 of	 additional	
networks.	 Hence,	 this	 not	 only	 accounts	 for	 attaining	 new	 resources,	 but	 also	 how	 different	
resources	within	an	organization	can	work	together.	In	this	case,	sharing	knowledge	or	expertise	
could	be	a	feature	linked	to	joining	a	network.	Other	aspects	may	involve	external,	exogenous	
factors	affecting	the	success	or	opportunities	of	a	movement	(i.e.	access	to	political	institutions)	
or	the	tactics	used	by	authorities	to	control	a	movement	(i.e.	laws/regulations)	(McCarthy	and	
Zald,	1977:	1213).	Lastly,	the	form	of	resources	shapes	the	activities	of	a	movement.	For	example,	
access	to	a	newspaper	will	result	in	the	exhaustive	use	of	getting	published	in	that	type	of	media.	
Altogether,	 the	 exemplars	 of	 this	 approach	 underline	 the	 need	 to	 for	 groups	 to	 organize	
themselves	to	ensure	their	getting	a	‘bang	for	their	buck.’		
	
To	illustrate	this	through	an	environmental	group	perspective,	Dalton	et	al	(2003)	analyzes	how	
groups	 associated	 with	 the	 environmental	 movement	 mobilize	 their	 resources,	 as	 well	 as	
evaluate	 the	 methods	 and	 activities	 that	 guide	 the	 behaviours	 of	 groups’	 participation	 in	
institutional	 settings	 (Dalton,	 2003:	 755,	 760).	 Notable	 results	 were	 evident	 using	 resource	
mobilization	 theory;	 revealing	 that	 environmental	 interest	 groups	 engaged	 in	 a	 number	 of	
activities	 to	advocate	 their	organizational	mandate.	For	 instance,	 the	most	common	activities	
aimed	to	mobilize	public	opinion	and/or	bring	media	attention	to	the	environmental	movement	
and	respected	causes.	Another	instance	of	mobilizing	resources	and	action	was	an	organization’s	
staff	consulting	with	government	officials	and	committees.	 It	was	also	noted	 that	networking	
amongst	environmental	interest	groups	was	another	shared	aspect	of	environmental	action.	This	
was	especially	particular	amongst	 citizen-based	movements	 (Dalton	et	al,	 2003:	767).	Overall	
however,	 group	 resources	 were	 key	 for	 action;	 underlining	 the	 significance	 of	 resource-
mobilization	in	social	movement	behaviours.	For	example,	regardless	of	the	modes	of	actions,	
groups	with	more	staff,	a	bigger	membership	base	and	budget	are	anticipated	to	be	more	active.	
Simultaneously,	this	also	pointed	to	the	fact	that	protest	activities	have	evolved	into	calculated,	
coordinated	events	that	necessitates	organizational	expertise	to	carry	out	actions	lucratively.	
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Despite	the	adequate	analysis	and	findings	of	this	study,	for	the	context	of	my	research	agenda,	
two	core	things	are	missing	from	Dalton	et	al’s	research.	One,	of	course	is	the	fact	that	electoral	
times	are	not	considered	when	assessing	ENGOs	and	the	 institutional	 settings	discussed.	And	
second,	is	the	missing	analysis	on	how	groups	actually	assess	and	strategize	how	their	resources	
are	mobilized.	Instead,	the	study	only	looks	at	possible	modes	of	action.	However,	no	scholarship	
to	my	knowledge	 looks	at	 interest	group/ENGO	resource	mobilization	within	election	periods	
further	motivating	the	approach	for	this	project.	The	only	study	found	was	analyzing	electoral	
candidates	within	the	electoral	landscape	(Ghanai	et	al,	2016:	249).		
	
With	this	said,	this	theoretical	approach	would	be	useful	to	providing	insight	into	resources	used	
by	interest	groups	in	other	advocacy	conditions,	like	understanding	how	resources	shape	ENGO’s	
activities	during	elections.	This	is	because	resources	made	available	to	groups	may	in	fact	affect	
the	types	and	extent	of	strategies	groups	are	able	to	engineer	to	be	effective	during	election	
periods;	especially	where	political	environments	are	very	crowded.	One	speculation	may	also	
involve	how	groups	work	 together	due	to	 lack	of	 resources	 individually,	and	 instead	combine	
resources	to	increase	mobilization	efforts	(Rowley	and	Moldoveanu,	2003:	215).	
	
2.2.3	Integrating	Cost-Benefit	&	Resource	Mobilization-Theory	Perspectives		
Although	both	approaches	are	individually-sound,	I	propose	marrying	the	two	for	this	research.		
In	other	words,	I	seek	to	simultaneously	evaluate	how	interest	groups	choose	to	organize	their	
resources	 (resource	mobilization	 theory)	 as	 well	 as	 weigh	 the	 pros	 and	 cons	 to	 undertaking	
certain	 actions	 (cost-benefit	 approach).	 This	 is	 with	 the	 intention	 that	 this	 will	 provide	 the	
analysis	with	a	more	thorough	evaluation	of	group	engagement	during	elections.		By	integrating	
both	approaches	into	one	framework,	the	analysis	can	reveal	what	initial	activities	or	strategies	
bear	influence	during	elections	and	understanding	why	groups	chose	these	activities	or	strategies	
in	the	first	place.	Furthermore,	if	an	organization	is	truly	striving	to	use	their	resources	to	achieve	
their	goal,	it	is	both	logical	and	rational	for	them	to	weigh	the	pros	and	cons	to	ensure	the	most	
efficient	and	effective	outcome	possible.	All	in	all,	this	will	provide	a	more	in	depth	analysis,	but	
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simultaneously	broaden	the	analytical	lens	when	evaluating	interest	group	engagements	during	
elections.	To	grasp	this	plan	of	action,	a	further	elaboration	is	made	below.		
	
Recalling	Binderkrantz	(2015),	group	resources	were	found	to	affect	group	activity	and	as	a	result,	
continue	 to	 play	 an	 imperative	 element	 as	 they	 impact	 the	 opportunities	 linked	 to	 electoral	
engagement	(Binderkrantz,	2015:	129).		In	other	words,	being	engaged	during	elections	can	affect	
the	way	an	interest	group	mobilizes	their	resources.	As	elections	are	tipping	points	in	political	
realms,	many	groups	 seek	 to	partake	 in	unique	electoral-related	activities	 to	 get	 their	 voices	
heard.		For	instance,	publishing	work	comparing	political	party	platforms	and	positions	in	regards	
to	certain	policies.	If	groups	partake	in	such	activities,	often	times	this	requires	them	to	utilize	
certain	resources	(i.e.	research	capacity,	expertise	on	policies,	time	etc.).	In	addition,	if	groups	
truly	want	the	best	outcome	possible,	it	is	natural	that	they	will	also	weigh	the	pros	and	cons	of	
which	activities	 to	pursue	at	 these	 times.	 This	 could	be	basing	action	on	 issues	 such	as	 cost-
effectiveness,	or	even	 trying	a	new	 tactic	when	anticipating	political	 forecasts	of	an	election.		
Generally	speaking,	in	order	for	groups	to	promote	their	interests	and	mobilize	their	resources,	
considering	what	will	help	or	hinder	them	is	essential	for	the	group	to	pursue	their	organizational	
objective	but	ultimately,	to	ensure	their	survival	(Lowery,	2007:	49).		
	
To	 make	 better	 sense	 of	 this,	 I	 will	 provide	 a	 brief	 illustration.	 Imagine	 two	 organizations,	
(organization	A	and	organization	B)	both	seeking	 to	hire	more	staff	 to	assist	 in	 the	upcoming	
year’s	new	project.	It	is	likely	both	will	weigh	the	benefits	(pros)	and	costs	(cons)	of	hiring	more	
staff	(expertise	being	the	resource)	onto	their	team	before	doing	so.	However,	organization	A	is	
part	of	a	larger	network	of	similar	groups,	while	organization	B	works	entirely	independent.	In	
this	 case,	 organization	 A	 may	 seek	 more	 benefits	 from	 looking	 to	 its	 network	 for	 shared	
knowledge	to	avoid	costs	induced	from	hiring	new	staff,	where	organization	B	reaps	the	benefits	
of	hiring	to	gain	additional	expertise	as	 it	has	no	other	outlets	 to	 turn	to,	and	can	expand	 its	
organization	this	way.	On	that	account,	it	is	clear	that	there	is	a	discretion	of	weighing	the	costs	
and	benefits	of	an	organization’s	actions	but	also	gaging	the	best	way	to	utilize	an	organization’s	
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resources.	Hence,	the	two	go	hand-in-hand	as	utilizing	resources	most	advantageously	requires	
preliminary	judgements	as	to	whether	it	is	a	good	idea	or	one	to	avoid.			
	
The	same	applies	to	interest	group’s	resources	within	an	electoral	context.	And	specifically,	when	
we	 seek	 to	 understand	 the	 various	 kinds	 of	 resources	 interest	 groups	 choose	 to	 use	 during	
elections.	 For	 example,	 earning	 a	 spotlight	 in	 the	media	 during	 election	 times	 can	 be	more	
challenging	 as	 opposed	 to	 other	 occasions,	 due	 to	 various	 actors	 (i.e.	 political	 parties,	
organizations,	interest	groups	etc.)	competing	to	advance	their	political	message	to	the	public.	
And	especially,	as	citizens	hold	game-changing	positions	for	deciding	the	new	government	and	
consequently	 their	 prospective	 policy	 agendas.	 However,	 not	 all	 groups	 will	 have	 an	 equal	
chance.	This	is	because	some	may	not	have	the	resources	(i.e.	budgets,	networks	etc.)	to	harness	
a	 spot	 in	 the	 media.	 Therefore,	 groups	 may	 weigh	 the	 pros	 and	 cons	 of	 their	 likelihood	 of	
attaining	 media	 coverage,	 and	 may	 devise	 alternative	 ways	 to	 push	 their	 message	 and	
organizational	mandate	during	elections	if	it	is	too	costly.	One	alternative	outlet	that	has	been	
utilized	by	interest	groups	is	the	increasing	use	of	online	communications	(i.e.	blogs,	websites,	
social	media).	This	has	fostered	fast,	widespread	reach	to	citizens	from	local	to	national	and	even	
international	domains	at	fairly	low	expenses	(Furlong	and	Kerwin,	2005:	368).	In	doing	so,	interest	
groups	who	are	unable	to	receive	media	coverage	have	weighed-in	other	possible	ways	to	benefit	
and	‘mobilize’	or	engage	with	citizens	in	order	to	address	their	policy-expertise	and	interact	with	
the	public	on	issues.	In	this	sense,	considering	the	advantages	and	disadvantages	of	gaining	public	
attention	can	undoubtedly	be	affected	by	 the	 resources	a	group	has,	but	more	 so,	how	 they	
utilize	 them	 in	 the	most	useful	way.	Therefore,	how	an	 interest	group	weighs	 their	costs	and	
benefits	in	regards	to	their	overall	(electoral)	performance	can	contribute	to	how	they	mobilize	
their	resources.		
	
As	we	can	see	both	approaches	 interlink	with	each	other	with	ease,	and	can	provide	a	more	
complete	 picture	 of	 how	 groups	 mobilize	 to	 affect	 public	 policy	 agendas.	 To	 carry	 out	 this	
conceptual-integration,	this	will	require	two	steps.	The	first	is	assessing	which	activities	groups	
partook	during	elections	times.	This	will	indicate	the	types	of	resources	groups	have	as	well	as	
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how	 these	 resources	 are	 used.	 For	 example,	 perhaps	 some	 groups	 were	 able	 to	 mobilize	
themselves	 to	 receive	 media	 coverage,	 or	 have	 created	 a	 number	 of	 local	 events	 where	
supporters	and	staff	can	coincidingly	participate,	exchange	and	advocate	on	issues.	Regardless	
of	the	activity,	monitoring	which	activities	interest	groups	exercise	will	provide	insight	into	what	
resources	are	used	by	groups,	but	also	how	groups	may	secure	new	resources	to	mobilize	during	
election	times.	An	example	here	could	be	the	utilization	of	coalitions	to	stronghold	and	share	
resources	in	order	to	convince	adequate	policy	agendas	for	political	parties.	Therefore,	resource	
mobilization	theory	will	provide	a	sufficient	guide	for	the	research	as	it	enables	the	researcher	to	
detect	the	types	of	resources	groups	have	and	used	during	elections.	
	
The	second	is	inquiring	how	groups	weigh	their	options	during	election	times.	For	instance,	is	it	
beneficial	for	a	group	to	be	in	contact	with	political	parties,	or	will	this	create	more	costs	for	the	
groups	due	to	partisan-related	implications	such	as	a	party	being	replaced	affecting	the	credibility	
for	an	interest	group	to	support	the	future	government?	Hence,	by	assessing	these	calculations,	
this	approach	will	 assist	 in	unveiling	how	and	why	certain	groups	partake	 in	 certain	electoral	
activities	identified.	Here,	a	cost-benefit	approach	will	be	useful	to	grapple	with	groups’	choices	
as	 reporting	 just	on	 their	 activities	may	not	 fully	 show	or	 explain	why	 certain	 activities	were	
exercised	in	the	first	place.	Returning	back	to	the	example	just	mentioned,	and	the	utilization	of	
coalitions;	 did	 groups	 join	 this	 because	 they	 lacked	 resources	 to	 stronghold	 meetings	 with	
political	parties	on	their	own?	Or	perhaps	they	did	so	because	it	was	more	time-efficient?	Thus,	
a	cost-benefit	approach	will	provide	more	substance	and	reasoning	to	understanding	the	extent	
groups	engage	in	elections.		
	
To	 put	 these	 approaches	 into	 context,	 the	 next	 sub-section	 will	 introduce	 concepts	 in	 the	
surrounding	scholarship	on	this	topic,	to	paint	a	clearer	picture	of	what	interest	groups	entail	and	
initial	considerations	of	their	purpose	within	political	and	electoral	environments.		
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Key	Concepts	
2.3	Interest	Groups	
While	 it	 may	 seem	 obvious	 that	 interest	 groups	 are	 groups	 that	 hold	 interests,	 there	 are	
additional	 considerations	 at	 hand.	 To	 begin,	 understanding	 how	 interests	 unite	 groups	 is	
necessary.	Salisbury	(1984)	conceptually	distinguishes	interest(s)	as	a	common	concern	with	an	
anticipated	purpose	(whether	that	be	broad	or	specific)	to	endorse	political	activity	to	be	directed	
at	a	government’s	action	(or	inaction).	These	concerns,	or	interests	can	be	directed	by	individual’s	
united	attitudes,	values,	preferences	or	 interested	behaviour	on	a	 topic	 (Salisbury,	1984:	65).	
Consequently,	 when	 these	 intentions	 are	 wedded	 within	 a	 group,	 resources	 and	 knowledge	
accumulation	also	form	interest	groups.	This	is	because	concentrated	interests	tend	to	prevail	
over	 diffused	 interests	within	 political	 processes	 (Pecorino,	 2015:	 244).	 In	 addition,	 Salisbury	
further	 mentions	 that	 previous	 scholars	 had	 adopted	 too	 narrowed	 characterizations	 and	
representations	of	 interests.	However,	 interests	 can	not	only	be	 represented	by	membership	
organizations,	 but	 also	 through	 other	 entities	 such	 as	 private	 organizations,	 institutions	 (i.e.	
universities,	cities,	corporations),	voluntary	associations,	coalitions	of	organizations	and	so	on	
(Baumgartner	and	Leech,	1998:	25).		
	
Consequently,	 this	broadened	 scope	of	defining	 interests	has	 led	 to	dispersed	 scholarship	on	
pinpointing	a	united	definition	when	analyzing	interest	groups	and	their	interests.	Or	to	simply	
put,	there	is	also	an	incoherent	agreement	on	how	interest	groups	can	be	defined.	In	fact,	neither	
scholars	 or	 legislators	 have	 worked	 out	 an	 all-exclusive	 definition	 of	 interest	 groups	
(Baumgartner	and	Leech,	1998:	29),	(Beyers	et	al,	2008:	1106).		
	
In	spite	of	this,	interest	groups	are	generally	recognized	as	groups	that	aim	to	influence	public	
policy	with	a	collective	interest	or	concern	in	mind.	Various	schools	of	thought	have	sought	to	
define	interest	groups	further.	For	instance,	while	economic	perspectives	(cf.	Olson’s	The	Logic	
of	 Collective	 Action)	 typically	 embody	 much	 vaguer	 terms	 whereby	 objective	 interests	 are	
considered;	 sociological	 perspectives	 are	 commonly	 aligned	 with	 political	 science	 and	 public	
administration	views	which	take	on	the	assumption	that	 interest	groups	are	constructed	on	a	
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voluntary	 basis	 of	 organized	 individuals	 whom	 attempt	 to	 influence	 government	 decisions	
(Baumgartner	 and	 Leech,	 1998:	 27).	 Baumgartner	 and	 Leech	 (1998)	 constructed	 a	 list	 of	
definitions	 used	 by	 scholars	 regarding	 the	 role	 of	 interest	 groups	 in	 political	 domains:	
social/demographic	groups	in	society;	individuals	with	shared	beliefs,	identification	or	interests;	
social	movements;	lobbyists	registered	in	legislatures;	political	action	committees;	participants	
in	 rule-making	 or	 legislative	 hearings;	 institutions,	 corporations,	 and	 government	 agencies;	
coalitions	of	organizations	or	individuals	as	policy	entrepreneurs	or	lobbyists	(Baumgartner	and	
Leech,	1998:	29).	
With	these	interest	group	characteristics	in	mind,	three	core	elements	support	defining	interest	
groups	 operating	 in	 liberal	 democracies.	 Firstly,	 interest	 groups	 are	 multi-membered	
organizations	that	aim	to	mobilize	individuals	to	undertake	collective	actions	(Dunleavy,	1988:	
22).	This	mean,	interest	groups	hold	an	organized	form	of	political	behaviour	(Beyers	et	al,	2008:	
1106),	which	is	upheld	by	means	of	voluntarism,	so	members	are	not	restricted	by	any	form	of	
contract	 (Dunleavy,	 1988:	 22).	 Moreover,	 interest	 groups	 can	 be	 distinguished	 by	 their	
organizational	 form	 as	well	 as	 the	 nature	 of	 their	 interest.	 For	 example,	 Klüver	 et	 al.	 (2015)	
classifies	organizational	 forms	between	firms	who	do	not	have	membership;	and	associations	
whom	 rely	 on	 membership	 for	 their	 survival	 as	 members	 represent	 the	 group	 in	 front	 of	
governments	 (Klüver	 et	 al.,	 2015:	 484).	 In	 the	 United	 States	 for	 instance,	 a	 shift	 towards	
professionalized	 and	 non-membership	 groups	 has	 experienced	 an	 increase	 (Johnson,	 2014:	
166S).	Secondly,	interest	groups’	political	interests	can	attempt	to	push	public	policy	in	a	specific	
direction	for	the	sake	of	a	constituency	(Beyers	et	al,	2008:	1106).	This	is	executed	by	interest	
groups	embodying	both	 supply	and	demand	 roles	 in	order	 to	 sustain	proper	 inputs	 (support,	
legitimacy,	 etc.)	 and	 outputs	 (expertise,	 fulfilling	 their	 mandates,	 resources,	 etc.)	 (Dunleavy,	
1988:	22).		In	doing	so,	an	interest	group	can	ensure	proper	survival	within	their	political	domains	
(Lowery,	 2007:47).	 At	 this	 point,	 it	may	 appear	 that	 interest	 groups	 and	 political	 parties	 are	
interchangeable	terms.	However,	this	is	not	the	case.	This	is	due	to	the	last	element	as	interest	
groups	tend	to	focus	on	one	or	few	aspects	of	public	policy	(unlike	political	parties	who	must	
juggle	issues)	(Dunleavy,	1988:	22).	In	addition,	since	interest	groups	cannot	actively	participate	
in	elections,	 they	rely	on	 interactions	with	politicians	and/or	bureaucrats	to	seek	to	 influence	
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public	 policy	 (Beyers	 et	 al,	 2008:1106).	 For	 the	 sake	 of	 my	 research,	 I	 will	 adopt	 a	 general	
definition	of	interest	groups	involving	associations	(membership	based	on	not)	who	cannot	run	
for	political	office	and	who	may	 strive	 to	 influence	political	domains	 (see	Binderkrantz	et	 al.,	
2016:	293;	Binderkrantz,	2012:	119).	
	
2.4	Environmental	NGOs	(ENGOs)	
A	reason	 for	 the	broad	definitions	of	 interest	groups,	can	also	be	due	 to	 the	various	kinds	of	
interest	 groups.	 For	 example,	 Taylor	 (1990)	 defines	 ‘civil	 society	 groups’	 or	 citizen	 groups	 as	
organizations	that	act	independently	from	the	state,	and	bind	citizens	together	by	a	collective	
concern	or	 interest	 (Taylor,1990:97).	However,	 and	 as	mentioned	above,	 interest	 groups	 can	
involve	an	array	of	groups	including	business	associations,	trade	unions,	professional	associations	
and/or	civil	society/citizen	groups.	Thus,	for	the	scope	of	this	research,	this	important	distinction	
should	be	made	in	order	to	understand	the	types	engagements	and	activities	of	groups	assessed.		
	
Hence,	I	narrowed	my	scope	to	analyzing	citizen/civil	society	groups.	Civil	society	can	be	defined	
as	organizations	that	seek	to	serve	a	public	purpose	whether	that	be	economic,	social	or	cultural	
provisions	of	 society	 cogitated	 separately	 from	 the	 state.	 In	addition,	 they	 can	 fall	 under	 the	
broader	definition	of	interest	groups,	being	“association	of	members	or	supporters	who	do	not	
run	for	public	office	and	may	potentially	seek	political	influence”	(Binderkrantz	et	al.,	2016:	293;	
Binderkrantz,	 2012:	 119).	 Broadly	 speaking,	 this	 could	 include	 identity	 groups	 (i.e.	 student	
groups,	women’s	groups	etc.),	or	public	interest	groups	such	as	humanitarian,	environmental	or	
recreational	groups.	However,	for	the	purpose	this	research,	I	focus	on	ENGOs,	with	a	specific	
collective	concern	for	the	environment:	or	more	particularly,	environmental	non-governmental	
organizations	(ENGOs)	(Yamin,	2001:	149).		
	
With	that	said,	 it	 is	 important	 to	note	environmental	 interest	groups’	demographics	and	how	
they	mobilize	action	within	political	domains.	In	fact,	ENGOs	are	more	advantageously	situated	
than	 governments	 to	 contribute	 scientific	 or	 technical	 expertise	 on	 domain-specific	 topics	
(Bernauer	 and	 Betzhold,	 2012:63).	 To	 contribute	 their	 expertise,	 environmental	 groups	 can	
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employ	both	traditional	and	non-traditional	strategies.	For	example,	groups	may	decide	to	play	
an	‘insider	game’	or	strategy	such	as	formal	meetings	or	lobbying	with	members	of	parliament;	
or	 decide	 to	 utilize	 an	 ‘outsider	 game’	 or	 strategy	 such	 as	 protesting	 and	 holding	 media	
campaigns.	Either	way,	this	enables	ENGOs	to	have	a	variety	of	strategic	choices	to	choose	from	
simply	because	they	are	capable	of	it.	This	feature	is	not	only	advantageous,	but	from	a	research	
perspective,	an	interesting	and	unique	group	to	study.			
	
As	mentioned	in	the	conceptual	framework,	Dalton	et	al	(2003)	investigated	these	methods	by	
using	resource	mobilization	theory	to	understand	strategies	that	guide	behaviour	of	groups	as	
well	 as	 employing	 ‘positive	 opportunity	 structures’	 to	 understand	 how	 institutional	 contexts	
affect	environmental	 interest	groups’	behaviours	and	actions	to	 influence	(Dalton	et	al,	2003:	
755,	760).	It	was	found	that	factors	such	as	larger	staff,	budgets	and	membership	are	important	
for	 influencing.	 However,	 there	 was	 weak	 evidence	 that	 national	 political	 contexts	 shape	
movement	 strategies	 (Dalton	 et	 al,	 2003:	 768).	 Despite	 this	 being	 a	 faulty	 result	 in	 Dalton’s	
research,	for	my	research,	this	is	an	important	indicator	to	assess	activities	within	the	Canadian	
context	because	it	enables	the	measurement	of	interest	group	impact	to	be	more	generalizable.	
Nonetheless,	political	 institutions	still	 remain	an	 important	 factor	 for	 interest	groups	 to	exert	
their	efforts	(Johnson,	2014:	174S).		
	
More	specifically,	mobilizing	action	also	concerns	the	extent	a	group	specializes	within	a	policy	
domain.	 While	 it	 may	 appear	 that	 ENGOs	 share	 a	 focus	 on	 ‘the	 environment,’	 there	 policy	
agendas	may	actually	be	quite	heterogeneous.	For	example,	when	utilizing	 resources,	ENGOs	
devote	 many	 resources	 to	 accumulating	 and	 propagating	 information	 that	 concerns	 other	
economic,	 social	 and	 technical	 domains.	 One	 particular	 environmental	 issues	 are	 concerns	
related	 to	 sustainable	 development	 (Yamin,	 2001:	 157).	 These	 ‘new’	 salient	 issues	 have	 only	
recently	begun	to	shift	onto	environmental	groups’	agendas.	However,	traditional	environmental	
issues	continue	to	prevail	within	small	and	large	scale	environmental	groups,	such	as	nature	and	
wildlife	 conservation.	 	 Johnson	 (2006)’s	 research	 on	 this	 shows	 that	 this	 is	 important	 to	
understand	how	issue	representation	of	a	social	movement	occurs	(Johnson,	2006:	150).	This	is	
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because	younger,	smaller	organizations	are	generally	more	flexible	since	they	are	entering	the	
movement;	 however,	 along	 with	 this	 flexibility	 comes	 their	 ability	 to	 adapt	 to	 ‘newer’	
environmental	issues	which	has	shown	effects	on	the	movement’s	agenda	altogether	(151).	This	
growing	issue-complexity	lends	reason	for	this	research	to	analyze	ENGOs	proposals	for	policy	
agendas	or	their	‘policy	asks’	as	we	can	observe	the	various	policy	issues	ENGOs	are	tackling	and	
chose	to	tackle	during	election	periods.		
	
2.5	Interest	Groups	and	Elections	
Whether	it	be	ENGOs	or	interest	groups	from	other	domains,	one	particular	period	when	interest	
groups	can	seek	to	 influence	public	policy	agendas	 is	during	electoral	periods.	This	 is	because	
elections	not	only	provide	political	parties	with	a	path	to	advance	their	platforms,	but	also	other	
political	actors	 like	 interest	groups	 to	 set	 frameworks	 for	policy	making	 in	 the	coming	period	
(Binderkrantz,	2015:	120).	Previous	research	has	highlighted	a	range	of	ways	in	which	interest	
groups	can	engage	during	elections	(Young	and	Everitt,	2004:	105-106).		
One	way,	may	be	that	 interest	groups	work	on	behalf	of	a	political	party.	Generally,	 this	only	
occurs	 when	 an	 interest	 group’s	 membership	 is	 homologous	 and	 can	 develop	 a	 partisan	
preference	 (Young	 and	 Everitt,	 2004:	 105).	 Institutional-focused	 research	 underlines	 how	
structural	factors	and	parties’	aim	for	votes	during	elections	play	important	roles	in	shaping	this	
party-interest	group	relationship.	For	instance,	structural	and	institutional	changes	such	as	the	
rise	of	 ‘new	politics’	 issues	 like	 the	environment	and	globalization	have	 stimulated	parties	 to	
modify	their	relationships	with	interest	groups	over	time	(Allern	and	Bale,	2012:	17).	Therefore,	
interest	groups	face	two	primary	options	during	election	times:	either	they	endorse	a	party	or	
they	refrain	from	any	party	affiliation.		By	endorsing	a	party,	an	interest	group	runs	the	risk	that	
if	the	party	is	elected,	they	can	exert	influence	however,	if	the	party	loses,	they	may	pay	high	
costs	due	to	the	lost	access	to	government.	In	addition,	interest	groups	who	have	issues	gaining	
access	or	lack	influence	may	actually	endorse	opposition	parties	as	they	have	‘little	to	lose’	by	
taking	a	partisan	position	(Young	and	Everitt,	2004:	106).		
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Another	way,	interest	groups	take	advantage	of	election	campaigns	is	to	raise	awareness	of	their	
own	policy	concerns	and	partake	in	activities	that	louden	their	cause	(Young	and	Everitt,	2004:	
105).	As	previously	noted,	Binderkrantz	(2015)’s	use	of	a	 ‘cost-benefit’	framework	shows	how	
groups	may	engage	or	 refrain	 from	activities	during	elections	 (Binderkrantz,	2015:	121).	 	 It	 is	
shown	that	groups’	engagement	can	affect	the	election	outcome	and	relationships	between	MPs	
and	organized	interests	at	hand.	It	was	evident	that	citizen	groups	are	more	heavily	involved	in	
‘new’	politics	and	because	of	this,	are	twice	as	 likely	to	be	 involved	 in	partisan	activities	than	
citizen	groups	who	do	not	engage	in	these	activities	(135).	To	raise	awareness,	interest	groups	
are	 known	 to	 increase	 their	 diversity	 in	 their	 tools	 of	 influence	 such	 as	 the	 use	 of	 online	
communications	 (Furlong	 and	 Kerwin,	 2005:368).	 Furthermore,	 interest	 groups	 that	 have	
specialized	 interests	 are	 better	 able	 to	 monitor	 politicians	 than	 those	 not	 organized	 due	 to	
informational	asymmetry	such	as	the	costs	of	gathering	information	(Lohmann,	1996:	129).	What	
is	interesting	however,	is	that	despite	most	groups	refraining	to	seek	influence	vis-à-vis	election	
outcomes	due	to	electoral	costs	that	groups	must	risks	(Binderkrantz,	2015:	135),	most	active	
groups	are	actually	ones	whose	interests	are	aligned	with	a	political	side.	Therefore,	this	pattern	
of	 group	engagement	 is	 said	 to	potentially	 contribute	 to	a	 certain	 “radicalization	of	 electoral	
politics”	(Binderkrantz,	2015:137).		
	
Further	to	this,	interest	groups	may	also	target	individual	MPs	by	means	of	exposing	their	action	
or	inaction	on	issues	an	interest	group	advocates	for	(Young	and	Everitt,	2004:	105).	Denzau	and	
Munger	produce	a	‘single	legislator	model’	to	present	the	supply	of	government	policy.	Interest	
group’s	ability	to	affect	government	policy	depends	on	a	comparative	advantage	of	legislators	
offering	to	help	provide	the	policy.	A	main	factor	to	determining	this	is	preferences	of	the	voters	
back	home.	Because	of	this,	interest	groups	usually	choose	between	legislators	who	would	most	
likely	endorse	their	policy	preferences	(Denzau	and	Munger,	1986:	103).	In	this	case,	 it	allows	
interest	 groups	 to	 ensure	 better	 democratic	 accountability	 of	 constituent’s	 actions	 and	
representing	the	people.	In	fact,	Chari	et	al	(2007)’s	study	points	out	that	over	76%	of	elected	
representatives	felt	that	 lobbying	help	ensured	accountability.	However,	what	 is	 interesting	 is	
that	in	the	author’s	Canadian	investigations,	lobbying	regulations	were	not	seen	to	help	ensure	
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accountability	 (Chari	 et	 al.,	 2007:	 429).	 Perhaps	 this	 is	 due	 to	weaker	 lobbying	 regulations	 in	
comparison	to	other	countries	such	as	the	United	States.		
	
It	 should	 be	 no	 surprise	 then,	 that	 these	 varying	 instances	 of	 interest	 groups’	 electoral	
involvement	give	way	to	vague	relationships	with	political	parties	 (Allern	and	Bale,	2012:	20).	
However,	by	integrating	my	dual-approach	(cost-benefits+	resource	mobilization)	I	hope	for	this	
research	to	shed	light	on	this	extent	of	this	relationship,	and	whether	or	not	there	are	underlying	
costs	or	benefits	to	having	political	parties	at	a	distance,	and	if	perhaps	there	are	other	resources	
that	can	be	utilized	to	achieve	more	favourable	outcomes	for	ENGOs.		
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3)Research	Design	and	Data	Collection		
This	chapter	covers	a	description	of	the	research	methodology,	with	each	section	representing	a	
part	of	 the	overall	 framework	to	undergo	this	 research	project.	To	begin,	a	statement	on	the	
purpose	 of	 the	 study	 is	 provided,	 followed	 by	 the	 main	 research	 question	 and	 three	 sub-
questions	that	guided	the	research.	Next,	I	provide	my	initial	justifications	for	my	case	selection,	
that	focuses	on	Canada	and	the	environmental	policy	domain.	Following	this,	I	will	structure	my	
methodologies	in	the	chronological	and	step-wise	process	which	I	conducted	my	study.	This	will	
bring	structure	to	its	exploratory	nature	and	means	for	adequate	analysis	in	subsequent	chapters.		
	
3.1	Purpose	of	the	Study	&	Research	Question	
The	purpose	of	this	study	is	to	understand	the	extent	of	groups’	electoral	engagement,	and	the	
types	 of	 activities,	 strategies	 as	 well	 as	 trade-offs	 exercised	 in	 order	 to	 influence	 the	 policy	
agenda	during	election	times.	As	stated	above,	elections	are	distinct,	unique	times	that	create	
sensitive	 political	 environments	 as	 current	 and	 prospective	 policy	 issues	 are	 reconsidered	 by	
voters;	whom	ultimately	have	the	ability	to	steer	the	upcoming	policy	agenda	of	the	soon-to-be	
government.	This	enables	many	political	 realities,	both	good	and	bad,	 to	be	brought	 into	 the	
spotlight	vis-à-vis	media	outlets.	However,	 few	issues	will	maintain	citizens’	attention	when	 it	
comes	to	casting	their	vote.	This	leaves	political	actors,	like	interest	groups,	the	ability	to	step	in	
and	provide	expertise/knowledge	on	policy	topics	to	both	citizens,	electoral	candidates	and	the	
current,	sitting	government.	And	in	doing	so,	gives	interest	groups	the	chance	to	shape	public	
opinion,	political	party	platforms	and	the	upcoming	political	agenda.	Nevertheless,	little	research	
or	understanding	 is	known	about	how	 interest	groups	mobilize	and	 impact	 the	policy	agenda	
during	election	cycles.	For	that	reason,	the	research	puzzle	I	seek	to	address	is	to	understand	how	
interest	groups,	and	specifically	environmental	groups,	organize	themselves	to	impact	the	policy	
agenda	in	the	course	of	an	election	period.	To	do	this,	my	main	research	question	is	as	follows:	
	
How	do	interest	groups	engage	politically	during	election	periods?		
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To	grasp	the	extent	of	this	 influence,	understanding	the	types	of	engagements	environmental	
interest	groups	have	during	election	times	will	be	a	pervasive	theme	to	this	research.	And	due	to	
the	 exploratory	 nature	 of	 this	 project,	 I	 have	 created	 a	 number	 of	 sub-questions	 in	 order	 to	
effectively	disentangle	the	data	collected,	and	identify	the	most	tangible	yet	useful	information	
regarding	interest	groups’	impact	during	elections.		
	
These	include:		
a)	what	kinds	of	activities	do	groups	engage	in?		
b)	what	kinds	of	policy	issues	do	groups	focus	on?		
c)	 what	 are	 the	 trade-offs	 that	 groups	 make	 regarding	 their	 election	 activities	 and	 policy	
priorities?		
	
3.2	Initial	Considerations	and	Justifications		
To	lay	the	foundations	of	this	research	process,	four	preliminary	considerations	have	been	made	
in	order	to	establish	the	most	suitable	methods	chosen	for	my	study.	This	includes:	1)	the	political	
occasion,	2)	the	policy	domain,	3)	the	case	selection,	and	4)	identifying	relevant	interest	groups.		
	
3.2.1 The	Political	Occasion:	Election	Periods	
Elections	provide	a	compelling,	yet	pragmatic	time	for	analyzing	interest	group	engagements	and	
the	developments	of	policy	agendas.	This	can	be	justified	in	three	ways.	Firstly,	elections	offer	a	
time	for	 issues	and	policy	perspectives	to	appear	or	re-appear	gaining	attention	it	might	have	
otherwise	 not	 received.	 Additionally,	 it	 is	 impossible	 to	 bring	 up	 every	 issue	 on	 the	 political	
agenda	during	election	times,	and	so,	many	issues	may	not	get	any	coverage	whatsoever	(Jones	
and	Baumgartner,	2005).	Therefore,	we	can	ask	in	what	ways	interest	groups	may	work	towards	
shaping	the	public	and	legislative	debates	surrounding	policy	issues.	Secondly,	election	periods	
denote	 a	 time	 whereby	 political	 parties	 are	 creating	 their	 policy	 agendas	 and/or	 platform	
promises	for	the	upcoming	term.	This	creates	two	scenarios	to	monitor.	On	the	one	hand,	it	can	
show	how	interest	groups	may	not	be	capable	of	promoting	their	complete	perspective	of	an	
issue	on	the	policy	agenda,	and	thus	they	will	seek	to	shape	the	debates	throughout	an	election	
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campaign	where	 policy	 platforms	may	 still	 be	 developing.	While	 on	 the	 other	 hand,	 it	 could	
provide	interest	groups	an	opportunity	to	project	their	expertise	onto	politicians	whom	may	be	
looking	for	the	‘best-fitting’	solutions	to	policy	problems	facing	an	upcoming	government.	Lastly,	
citizens	 are	 typically	 most	 engaged	 in	 political	 matters	 during	 elections,	 and	 can	 actively	
contribute	 to	 ensuring	 certain	 issues	 are	 harnessed	 on	 the	 agenda	 by	means	 of	 their	 voting	
power.			
	
All	in	all,	interest	group	literature	examines	lobbying	in	legislative	settings,	but	still	falls	short	of	
peak	periods	of	political	activity	like	elections	that	exemplify	many	lobbying	campaigns,	especially	
ones	honing	in	on	a	particular	issue.	Therefore,	my	research	design	underlines	the	activities	and	
strategies	 of	 interest	 groups	 as	 opposed	 to	 solely	 the	 final	 electoral	 or	 policy	 result.	
Consequently,	scholars	must	account	for	both	the	temporal	and	social	contexts	of	lobbying	when	
constructing	 a	 research	 design	 that	 addresses	 the	 role	 of	 interest	 group	 participation	 during	
election	times.	For	the	sake	of	this	research	question,	I	claim	that	this	requires	studying	interest	
group	 efforts	 over	 the	 course	 of	 the	 formal	 election	 period	 (which	 in	 this	 case	 is	 an	
unprecedented	11-week	period)	but	also,	the	six	months	preceding	the	election	date	(to	round	
off	I	made	this	April	1st	2015).	This	is	because	it	is	safe	to	assume	that	policy	issues	do	no	‘spring-
up’	out	of	the	blue,	and	the	months	preceding	an	election	is	a	time	to	convert	policy	perspectives	
into	 tangible	 advocacy	 action.	 Furthermore,	 this	 extended	 period	 is	 to	 ideally	 capture	 both	
interest	 groups’	 inputs,	 or	 their	 attempt	 to	 raise	 issues	 with	 an	 election	 approaching	 (i.e.	
advocacy	of	environmental	topics	and	issues)	as	well	as	outputs	of	their	efforts	in	providing	policy	
advice	 to	political	parties	during	 the	heat	of	 the	election	season	such	as	 their	policy	 ‘asks’	or	
recommendations	for	the	upcoming	government.		
	
3.2.2. Single	Policy	Domain:	The	Environment		
A	second	consideration	I	made	for	this	research	was	to	limit	the	study	to	one	policy	domain.	I	
chose	a	single	policy	focus	as	it	would	enable	a	more	in-depth	understanding	and	comprehensive	
analysis	to	this	unexplored	area	of	research.	This	is	discernable	for	a	number	of	reasons.	Firstly,	
it	provides	better	insight	of	contextual	factors	in	a	particular	policy	domain	that	interest	groups	
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may	face.	For	instance,	trade-offs	unique	to	environmental	policy	such	as	the	tendency	of	having	
long-term	policy	efforts	and	seeking	political	consensus	with	non-environmental	policymakers	to	
sustain	coercive	environmental	protection	measures	over	short-term	policy	goals	(Pellikaan	and	
van	der	Veen,	2002:	4).	Another	reason	can	be	justified	when	specifically	analyzing	interest	group	
activity,	 as	 there	 can	 be	 multiple	 interpretations	 of	 the	 same	 experience.	 In	 other	 words,	
comparable	groups	are	 still	 capable	of	having	diverging	outlooks	on	a	policy	decision	despite	
advocating	for	similar	issues.	Lastly,	a	single	policy	focus	is	beneficial	in	understanding	the	wide	
ranging	and	intricate	relationships	between	actors.	In	this	case,	this	may	be	how	groups	mobilize	
coincidingly,	but	also	how	interest	groups	may	build	relationships	with	other	relevant	actors	(i.e.	
politicians,	policymakers	and	political	parties)	(Fraussen,	2014:	410).		
	
More	specifically,	the	rationale	behind	choosing	environment	as	the	policy	focus	deserves	its	own	
consultation.	Aside	from	it	being	of	personal	interest,	there	are	three	main	explanations	for	this	
research	focusing	on	the	environmental	policy	domain.	Firstly,	the	environment	can	be	classified	
among	some	of	the	most	eminent	social	movements	in	the	last	fifty	years	(Fraussen,	2014:	410).	
As	 a	 result,	 it	 has	become	 formally-institutionalized	and	professionalized.	 For	 instance,	 it	 has	
been	effective	 in	getting	environmental	 issues	on	the	political	agenda	vis-a-vis	establishing	 its	
own	policy	departments	in	nearly	all	nations	(Corrigall-Brown,	2016:	79).	However,	this	should	
not	 disquiet	 the	 continuous	 battle	 to	 ensure	 citizens	 and	 policy	makers	 remain	 attentive	 to	
environmental	issues.	So,	although	the	environment	is	a	developed	sector,	ENGOs	must	continue	
to	 organize,	mobilize	 and	 advocate	 efforts	 to	 continuously	 secure	 their	 issues	 to	 stay	 on	 the	
agenda.		
	
Secondly,	many	 studies	have	 focused	on	 traditional	policy	 interests	 such	as	 trade	unions	and	
business	associations	in	comparison	to	environmental	domains	(Baumgartner	and	Leech	2001;	
Binderkrantz,	 2015).	 Therefore,	 by	 understanding	 how	 other	 groups	 like	 ENGOs	 and	 citizen	
groups	affect	policy	agendas,	offers	an	additional	outlet	to	how	different	kinds	of	interest	groups	
engage,	and	particularly,	in	elections.	Furthermore,	the	environment	lends	an	adequate	policy	
domain	to	analyze	these	groups	as	it	is	one	of	the	most	crowded	interest	group	fields	with	a	high	
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number	 of	 civil	 society	 organizations	 and	 groups	 that	 have	 shown	 success	 in	 affecting	 policy	
(Rootes,	2008:	634).	Nevertheless,	despite	 this	ever-growing	policy	 sector,	 it	 also	means	 that	
groups	even	within	the	same	policy	sector	must	continue	to	uphold	and	defend	the	significance	
of	issues	to	ensure	they	are	heard	amongst	this	populating	domain.		
	
Last	but	not	least,	the	salience	of	the	environmental	sector	is	a	relevant	factor.	Undoubtedly,	the	
environment	 continues	 to	 rank	 high	 on	 agendas	 due	 to	 increased	 public	 opinion	 as	 well	 as	
national	 and	 international	 dialogue	 on	 climate	 change	 (Rootes,	 2008:	 633).	 This	 has	 enabled	
environmental	actors	and	stakeholders	to	experience	increased	visibility	in	policy	discussions	as	
policymakers	are	continually	seeking	for	expertise	in	this	field.	For	example,	how	environmental	
issues	such	as	sustainability	overlap	in	other	policy	sectors	such	as	energy,	economy	and	health.	
In	fact,	this	reason	alone	accounts	for	the	rationale	for	selecting	Canada’s	2015	election	and	its	
ongoing,	contested	environmental-energy	policy	debates.		
	
3.2.3. Case	Selection—Canada’s	42nd	Federal	Election		
To	engage	with	this	linkage,	this	research	question	will	be	assessed	through	a	single-case	study	
(Toshkov,	2016:	30).	Particularly,	within	the	Canadian	context	and	its	most	recent	and	notable	
federal	election	in	2015.		
This	can	be	warranted	in	two	ways.	Firstly,	for	the	first	time	in	the	nation’s	history,	environment	
was	a	top	issue	on	the	election	agenda,	ranked	as	the	second	most	important	issue	for	voters	
(CBC	 Vote-Compass,	 September	 2015).	 This	 can	 be	 considered	 an	 unusual	 circumstance	 as	
Canada	is	known	for	its	oil	and	energy	sectors	and	hence,	a	first	relevant	indicator	of	potential	
interest	 group	 activity.	 Moreover,	 this	 necessitates	 a	 further	 reason	 to	 investigate	 the	
environment	as	a	policy	 issue	during	the	election,	due	to	 its	growing	salience	in	the	Canadian	
political	 landscape.	 And	 secondly,	 from	 a	 pure	 electoral	 standpoint,	 it	was	 the	 highest	 voter	
turnout	in	20	years	making	it	a	peak	time	to	look	at	the	extent	environmental	interest	groups	
may	have	influenced	the	policy	agenda.		
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3.2.4 Identifying	Interest	Groups	to	Analyze		
With	environment	policy	and	Canada’s	2015	federal	election	as	my	backdrop,	I	have	chosen	to	
analyze	environmental	interest	groups.	To	reiterate	I	have	defined	interest	groups	as	associations	
(membership	based	on	not)	who	cannot	run	for	political	office	and	who	may	strive	to	influence	
political	domains	(Binderkrantz	et	al.,	2016:	293;	Binderkrantz,	2012:	119).	As	many	groups	who	
lobby	 and	 advocate	 for	 the	 environment	 can	 come	 from	 very	 diverse	 backgrounds,	 I	 chose	
specific	criterion	to	ensure	my	research	scope	was	realistic,	and	my	findings	were	comparable	
and	replicable.	Therefore,	when	selecting	my	environmental	 interest	groups,	my	criterion	was	
based	on	four	main	factors.	
	
My	 first	 condition	 was	 narrowing	 the	 broad	 network	 of	 environmental	 groups	 types	 to	
environmental	 civil	 society	 groups	 (ENGOs).	 This	 is	 to	 ensure	 that	 the	 scope	of	 this	 research	
project	 can	 adequately	 take	 on	 a	 thorough	 qualitative	 analysis	 of	 group	 activities.	Hence,	 by	
specifying	 a	 particular	 genre	 of	 environmental	 groups,	 I	 am	 able	 to	 exhaust	 the	 findings.	
Therefore,	this	includes	groups	such	as	non-governmental	organizations,	charities,	think	tanks	or	
research	 institutes	 specializing	 in	green	developments,	 and	both	volunteer	or	paid	grassroots	
advocacy	groups.		
	
A	second	characteristic	is	that	these	civil	society	groups	must	be	national	in	scope.	Since	the	case	
study	of	this	research	project	is	looking	at	a	national	election,	it	is	both	logical	and	consistent	to	
look	at	groups	that	mobilize	on	a	national	scale.	This	is	because	issues	that	political	parties	are	
addressing	to	the	country	will	draw	better	parallels	of	ENGOs	who	do	address	issues	in	the	same	
manner.	 Determining	 this	 was	 centred	 on	 whether	 a	 group	 was	 operating	 or	 partaking	 in	
activities	 in	 more	 than	 one	 province,	 addressed	 their	 agendas	 by	 means	 of	 a	 national	
environmental	approach	or	had	multiple	offices	across	the	country.		
	
Thirdly,	amongst	the	plentiful	nationally	scoped	civil	society	groups—I	selected	amongst	groups	
who	made	environmental	protection/conservation	and	curbing	climate	change	as	their	principal	
concern.	Within	the	Canadian	context,	this	is	important	to	note	as	Canada	is	a	major	producer	of	
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natural	resources,	and	hence	a	large	percentage	of	the	environmental	arena	in	Canada	advocates	
to	protect	natural	resources	for	selling	and	trading	purposes.	For	example,	many	energy	and	oil	
companies	still	claim	to	lobby	for	environmental	reasons.	However,	this	type	of	campaigning	is	
for	environmental	safety	to	ensure	proper	extraction	rather	than	preservation.	Therefore,	a	key	
specification	 for	 this	 research	 is	 groups	 who	 seek	 nature	 conservation,	 energy	
reduction/conservation	and	sustainable	efficiency,	wildlife	protection,	ecological	integrity	and	to	
sustain	 socially-responsible	 developments.	 Conversely,	 this	 means	 excluding	 environmental	
corporations	and	other	business-like	organizations	that	are	advocating	for	energy	purposes.	For	
instance,	energy-driven	businesses	whom	may	in	fact	advocate	for	a	percentage	of	cleaner	fuels	
to	be	introduced	but	also	keeping	current	oil	productions	steady	rather	than	reducing	harmful	
emissions	altogether.	
	
Lastly,	groups’	mandates	must	address	all	Canadians	equally.	In	other	words,	not	solely	targeting	
one	demographic	in	society	(i.e.	Labour	Unions,	legal-aid	groups,	First	Nations,	Women’s	Groups,	
Youth	Groups	etc.).	This	is	to	ensure	I	am	targeting	activity	that	targets	the	aggregate	Canadian	
population	during	the	election	period.	For	example,	a	discounted	group	can	be	seen	within	Sierra	
Club	Canada;	where	the	ENGO	also	holds	a	separate	‘Sierra	Youth	Club	Coalition’	whose	primary	
focus	is	to	empower	youth	to	become	environmentally	active	in	their	communities.	In	this	case,	
this	group	is	only	targeting	youth	and	disregards	other	age	cohorts.		
	
To	 capture	 groups	 that	 fit	 these	 characteristics	 was	 not	 a	 straightforward	 procedure.	 An	
underlying	 issue	 was	 that	 there	 is	 no-one	 reliable	 list	 outlining	 the	 Canadian	 environmental	
interest	group	population.	Conventionally,	the	only	formal	list	of	lobby	groups	in	Canada	can	be	
found	 in	 the	 Canadian	 Government’s	 Lobby	 Registry—on	 the	 Canadian	 Office	 of	 the	
Commissioner	 of	 Lobbying	website	 (Government	 of	 Canada,	 2012).	 However,	 this	 list	 has	 its	
setbacks.	This	is	due	to	the	registry	only	including	groups	who	have	formally	lobbied	within	the	
government’s	 institutions	 (i.e.	 House	 of	 Commons,	 Environment	 Canada,	 Nature	 Resources	
Canada,	 Senate	 of	 Canada	 etc.),	while	 disregarding	 other	 nationally-scoped	 groups	 that	 have	
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lobbied	 outside	 of	 these	 formal,	 federal	 lobbying	 perimeters	 but	 who	 similarly	 advocate	 for	
synonymous	policy	agendas	and	receive	comparable	nationally-scoped	media	coverage.		
	
Therefore,	since	is	no	official	list	of	all	environment	groups,	the	question	of	whether	or	not	I	have	
included	all	needed	interest	group	is	valid.	Instead	of	relying	on	a	single	list,	I	have	generated	my	
own	 list	 by	 means	 of	 three	 different	 existing	 sources.	 Firstly,	 is	 indeed	 the	 Commissioners	
Lobbying	of	Canada	Website	(Government	of	Canada,	2012).	Here,	I	searched	groups	that	met	
the	criteria	by	using	the	advanced	search	under	‘subject	matters’	of	‘climate’	and	‘environment’	
and	within	my	time	selected	timeframe	(April	1st	2015-	October	19th	2015).	The	given	results	are	
clearly	groups	whom	have	formally	lobbied	with	the	government.		I	assessed	all	groups	to	ensure	
that	they	met	my	criterion.	Secondly,	I	used	‘Climate	Action	Network’	and	(thirdly)	the	‘Canadian	
Environmental	Network’	to	find	groups.	From	my	understanding,	if	groups	are	part	of	these	highly	
recognized	national	networks,	they	were	bound	to	create	national	impact	within	election	times.	
Furthermore,	these	networks	invite	many	types	of	environment	groups	(i.e.	local,	regional	and	
nationally	scoped	groups),	and	so,	I	limited	myself	to	only	selecting	groups	that	were	national	in	
scope	and	fit	the	other	three	characteristics.	It	should	also	be	noted	that	Climate	Action	network	
was	also	a	group	selected	as	they	do	actively	advocate	themselves.		With	all	considerations	put	
forth,	the	following	31	groups	were	selected	for	my	study:		
	
1. Friends	of	the	Earth	Canada	
2. Greenpeace	Canada	
3. WWF	Canada	
4. Environmental	Defense	Canada	
5. David	Suzuki	Foundation	
6. Pembina	Institute		
7. Nature	Canada	
8. Ecojustice	Canada		
9. Nature	Conservancy	of	Canada		
10. Sierra	Club	Canada		
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11. Climate	Action	Network	
12. Canadian	Water	Network		
13. Canadian	Wildlife	Federation	
14. Community	Forest	International	
15. Ecology	Action	Centre		
16. Tree	Canada	
17. EcoTrust	Canada	
18. GreenPAC	
19. Canadian	Park	and	Wilderness	Society		
20. Ducks	Unlimited	Canada		
21. Tides	Canada	
22. Evergreen	Canada	
23. Citizens	Climate	Lobby	Canada		
24. Our	Horizon		
25. Just	Earth	
26. Green	Communities	Canada	
27. Clean	Energy	Canada	
28. Living	Oceans	
29. Parvati		
30. Helios	Centre		
31. Equiterre		
	
3.3	Research	Strategy	
From	here,	a	proper	understanding	of	my	methods	can	be	appreciated.	 I	have	structured	my	
methodology	 in	a	way	 to	 simultaneously	understand	 the	chronological	developments	which	 I	
carried	out	this	research.	This	ensures	a	deeper	understanding	to	the	approach	of	this	project.	
This	will	be	outlined	in	three	phases.		Each	phase	represents	its	corresponding	sub-question.	In	
doing	so,	it	enables	an	all-inclusive	approach	to	tackling	the	main	research	question.		
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3.3.1	Phase	One:	Environmental	Interest	Groups	General	Election	Activities	and	Media	Coverage	
The	first	stage	of	this	research	involves	carefully	evaluating	the	outlined	interest	groups	and	their	
activities	 surrounding	 the	2015	election.	This	was	executed	utilizing	a	document	and	website	
analysis	method.	In	political	science	and	public	administration,	empirically	assessing	a	variety	of	
texts	 such	 as	 newspapers,	 television	 news	 transcripts	 and	 other	 politically	 related	 articles	 is	
generally	done	with	this	method.	Weber	(1985)	claims	that	content	analysis	is	“a	methodology	
that	utilizes	a	set	of	procedures	to	make	valid	inferences	from	text	(Weber,	1985).	This	will	be	
carried	out	vis-à-vis	human	interpretation	as	oppose	to	computer-based	content	analysis.	This	is	
mainly	due	to	this	research	being	exploratory.	Hence,	I	did	not	want	the	threat	of	missing	details	
or	 refinements	 of	 the	 text	 to	 be	 overlooked	 if	 I	 used	 a	 computer	 content	 analysis	 program	
(Popping,	2000:	26).	Furthermore,	the	scope	of	my	research	question	is	appropriate	for	human	
interpretation.	This	is	because	for	my	analysis,	I	will	need	to	pick	up	on	particular	nuances	and	
themes	of	texts	or	latent	content	such	as	tones	or	bias	used	in	media	coverage	which	may	not	
appear	 obvious	 by	 only	 assessing	 the	 use	 of	 words.	 Moreover,	 as	 I	 am	 looking	 at	 quite	 a	
homogenous	group,	many	words	will	be	similar	and	thus	it	is	a	matter	of	how	the	words	are	being	
used	and	the	discourses	put	forth.		
	
With	this	said,	I	utilized	a	document	and	website	analysis	method	in	order	to	identify	the	types	
of	 activities	 ENGOs	utilized	during	 election	periods	 (sub-question	 #1)	 and	 the	 types	 of	 policy	
issues	 that	 were	 underlined	 (sub-question	 #2)	 during	 electoral-campaign	 periods.	 This	 was	
carried	out	evaluating	both	primary	(interest	groups’	websites)	and	secondary	(media	outlets)	
document	sources.	The	following	segments	elaborate	on	this	in	detail.		
	
Identifying	Interest	Groups’	Activities		
The	 first	 step	of	 this	 research	was	 identifying	 the	 types	of	 activities	 and	policy	 issues	 ENGOs	
invested	in	during	the	formal	election	campaign	period	and	preceding	months.	It	should	be	noted	
that	despite	 the	countless	activities	 interest	groups	can	be	 involved	 in,	during	election	 times,	
these	are	expected	to	be	more	narrowed	and	geared	towards	getting	a	group’s	environmental	
mandate	 to	 be	 linked	with	 an	 electoral	 focus	 alongside	 political	 parties.	 For	 instance,	 during	
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elections	the	average	individual	is	not	only	encouraged	to	support	an	organization’s	goal	but	is	
targeted	 as	 a	 voter	 who	 can	 make	 a	 difference	 when	 voting	 for	 a	 group’s	 message.	 More	
specifically,	 some	 common	 activities	 that	 are	 expected	 from	 groups	 include:	whether	 or	 not	
financial	or	non-financial	contributions	to	a	particular	party	or	candidate	was	made	to	support	
their	election	campaigns;	if	public	endorsements	of	candidates	for	office	was	indicated;	if	interest	
groups	created	a	voter	guide	or	scorecard	to	summarize	the	position	of	parties	on	a	set	of	issues;	
if	 they	 have	 publically	 released	 a	 document	 outlining	 a	 set	 of	 ‘policy-asks’	 for	 the	 new	
government;	and	lastly,	if	they	issued	any	statements	in	support	of	one	party.		
	
To	unmask	these	activities,	a	qualitative	assessment	of	interest	groups’	websites,	screening	blog	
posts,	 publics	 and	 other	 online	 reports	within	my	 designated	 time	 frame	was	 exercised.	 The	
purpose	of	this	was	to	initially	identify	what	groups	generally	do,	or	do	not	and	then	compare	
between	groups.	For	instance,	1)	if	they	mention	the	election	at	all;	2)	the	different	ways	they	
advocated	environmental	issues	during	this	time;	but	also	3)	see	what	other	offline	practices	they	
were	promoting	 in	 local	or	 regional	areas	 (i.e.	events,	 conferences,	 fundraisers,	 campaigning,	
guest-speakers	etc.).	
	
To	do	this,	I	began	with	going	on	to	groups’	websites	and	searching	for	articles	within	the	time	
frame.	 In	addition,	 I	used	the	same	keyword	search	on	each	website	to	ensure	 I	extracted	all	
relevant	articles	during	the	2015	period.	Four	main	keywords	were	used:	‘election’	or	 ‘federal	
election’	 (as	many	websites	 also	 report	 on	provincial	 elections)	 as	well	 as	 ‘environment’	 and	
‘climate.’	 If	articles	from	this	time	period	were	not	readily	available,	 I	also	utilized	an	archival	
search	 engine	 to	 retrieve	 older	 blog	 posts	 and	 documents	 from	 website	 (i.e.	 archive.org).	
However,	 this	was	not	 resorted	 to	often,	as	most	websites	did	 indeed	hold	 information	 from	
April-	October	2015.	
	
Upon	screening	groups’	websites,	the	aforementioned	expected	activities	stated	above	was	the	
preliminary	list	of	activities	used	to	help	identify	what	groups	engaged	in.	Creating	an	initial	list	
also	ensures	an	adequate	start	point	 in	 the	analysis	 for	comparing	group	activity.	Hence,	 this	
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additionally	posed	as	a	prompt	to	note	any	groups	that	did	not	meet	this	criteria,	and	spot	other	
trends	or	outlier	activities	that	occurred	during	the	election	period.		Furthermore,	if	groups	did	
not	meet	any	of	this	criteria,	I	also	took	note	of	any	other	trends	or	activities	that	occurred.	
	
Overall,	the	first	step	of	this	research	allows	me	to	identify	with	sub-question	one,	by	identifying	
the	 extent	 and	 type	 of	 activities	 groups	 engaged	 in	 as	 well	 as	 policy	 positions	 for	 current	
government	and/or	upcoming	policy	agenda	of	political	parties.		
	
Identifying	General	Media	Coverage	on	Relevant	Policy	Issues			
To	 identify	whether	 ENGO	activity	 impacted	public	 domains,	 a	 review	of	 each	groups’	media	
coverage	will	be	exercised.	This	is	because	media	coverage	is	a	goal	of	many	organizations	no	
matter	the	size	or	scope,	and	is	one	of	the	primary	ways	election	issues	are	exposed	to	the	general	
public.	For	that	reason,	ENGOs	(amongst	other	interest	groups)	would	also	seek	to	make	their	
message	in	parallel	with	these	broadcasting	or	reports.			
	
With	that	said,	I	have	selected	five	Canadian	media	outlets.	I	chose	my	media	outlets	based	on	
that	 the	 fact	 that	 they	 reported	national	 coverage,	 cover	election	periods,	and	also	are	most	
popular	among	citizens.	To	ensure	equal	representation	of	potential	bias	amongst	media	outlets,	
I	have	selected	a	number	of	sources	that	have	slightly	different	political	leanings	to	balance	any	
issues	that	might	be	more	reported	in	some	media	outlets	than	others.	In	addition,	I	provided	
three	types	of	media	outlets	to	allow	for	variation	in	the	types	of	viewers.	I	have	selected	two	
newspapers,	two	news	reporting	stations	(with	published	articles	on	their	websites)	as	well	as	
one	national	magazine.	In	particular,	the	national	magazine	was	chosen	based	on	the	sole	fact	
that	it	releases	exclusive	issues	during	Canadian	national	elections;	outlining	key	electoral	issues,	
debates	and	 interviews	with	political	 leaders	or	 salient	MPs	as	well	as	polling	 information	on	
public	opinion	during	these	times.	Thus,	this	magazine	acts	as	a	good	indicator	and	source	to	the	
current	electoral	landscapes	during	election	times.	Table	1	outlines	these	media	sources	and	their	
political	inclinations.		
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Table	1:	Media	Outlets	to	Analyze	Interest	Group	Activity	
	
With	these	media	outlets	identified,	a	secondary	step	to	detecting	the	level	of	impact	interest	
groups	held	was	examining	the	issues	and	media	presence	they	had	during	the	election	period.	
This	allowed	me	to	understand	when	and	what	types	of	environmental	issues	were	discussed	and	
why	this	could	be	the	case.	In	addressing	the	interest	groups	during	this	procedure,	I	identified	
1)	the	amount	of	media	coverage	they	had	during	the	selected	time	periods	and	2)	how	much	of	
this	coverage	was	policy-related	versus	non-policy	related	for	each	group.	 In	this	case,	policy-
related	could	 include	any	article	addressing	an	 issue	related	to	 the	 larger	 landscape	of	public	
policy;	while	non-policy	related	would	include	articles	addressing	any	other	issues	that	although	
may	expose	the	group	 in	the	media,	do	not	pertain	to	their	actual	organizational	mandate	or	
general	policy	related	topics.	For	example,	an	article	reporting	on	a	retired	volunteer	or	articles	
that	underline	environmental	aspects	but	by	means	of	 recreational	 topics	 such	as	 swimming,	
hiking	or	getting	outdoors	to	‘enjoy	nature.’		
	
To	 conduct	 the	media-search	 in	 a	 logical	manner,	 a	 number	 of	 steps	were	 taken	 to	warrant	
proper	replicability.	Firstly,	ensuring	a	systematic	way	of	looking	up	interest	groups	within	media	
websites.	To	do	this,	I	used	two	databases,	Factiva	(for	Globe	and	Mail,	National	Post	and	CTV)	
and	LexisNexis	Academic	(for	CBC);	which	enables	the	research	to	select	archived	media	sources.1		
																																																						
1	It	should	be	noted	that	Maclean’s	was	not	available	through	these	databases	and	so	I	purchased	an	subscription	
to	their	archiving	website	that	allows	the	viewer	to	search	articles	online.	
Newspapers		 News-Reporting	Stations	 Magazines		
Globe	and	Mail		
[Political	Leaning:	Centrist-
Left	Leaning]	
Canadian	Broadcasting	
Corporation		
(CBC	News)		
[Political	Leaning:		Reports	
widely	but	tends	to	be	left-
Winged]	
Maclean’s		
[Political	Leaning:	no	
indication	of	a	political	
leaning]	
National	Post		
[Political	Leaning:	Centrist-
Right	Leaning]	
Canadian	Television	
	(CTV	News)	
[Political	Leaning:	Reports	
widely	but	tends	to	be	right	
winged]	
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I	ensured	that	each	ENGO	was	searched	individually	and	with	the	established	time	frame.	From	
there,	 I	qualitatively	assessed	each	article	 to	see	 if	 it	was	policy	 related	or	not.	 I	deemed	the	
article	policy	related	if	the	article	was	addressing	an	issue	of	politically-related	endeavours,	public	
policy	or	the	election.	This	would	allow	me	to	see	if	any	of	their	political	activities	were	gaining	
national	attention	as	well	as	the	extent	of	groups’	coverage.			
	
Lastly,	 I	 conducted	 a	 similar	 search	 to	 track	 a	 general	 timeline	 of	 the	 issues	 covered	 on	 the	
environmental	 issues	during	 the	 selected	 election	 time	duration	 (April	 1st	 2015-	October	 21st	
2015).	This	was	done	within	the	same	databases,	but	only	searching	with	the	same	keywords	as	
I	did	when	looking	for	articles	on	groups’	websites	(i.e.	election,	federal	election,	environment	
and	climate).	This	would	allow	me	to	see	the	most	salient	environmental	issues	presented	in	the	
media	 throughout	 the	 campaign.	 Moreover,	 this	 was	 carried	 out	 to	 understand	 how	 the	
environment	was	generally	reported	on,	but	also	to	see	if	ENGO	activities	and	messages	aligned	
with	this	sequence	or	if	there	was	divergence	between	groups’	information	and	the	information	
found	 in	 the	 general	 media	 for	 the	 public.	 Altogether,	 this	 would	 provide	 a	 glimpse	 of	 the	
potential	impact	groups	had	on	getting	their	message	out	on	larger	media	platforms	that	would	
be	 more	 visible	 to	 the	 general	 public	 and	 individuals	 who	 may	 not	 be	 initial	 supporters	 or	
members	of	these	ENGOs.		
	
3.3.2	Phase	Two:	Interest	Groups’	Policy	Asks	and	Media	&	Political	Party	Platform	Attention		
In	the	second	of	this	research,	I	sought	to	funnel	my	findings	from	part	one	into	a	more	focused	
investigation.	This	will	allow	the	research	to	continue	to	shed	light	on	the	reasons	on	the	types	
of	policy	issues	ENGOs	take	part	in	but	also	provide	some	initial	insight	into	particular	strategies	
ENGOs	employ.		
	
Interest	Groups’	Policy	Asks		
To	do	 this,	 I	 selected	groups	out	of	my	original	 list	based	on	whether	 they	published	explicit	
‘policy	asks.’	Policy	asks	are	stated	requests	or	recommendations	interest	groups	are	seeking	in	
upcoming	 policy	 agendas.	 Moreover,	 they	 are	 created	 with	 the	 objective	 of	 offering	 pre-
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constructed	 commitments	 that	 parties	 could	 incorporate	 into	 their	 party	 platforms.	 Typically	
found	in	the	form	of	a	document,	whether	that	be	an	article,	blog-post	or	PDF,	policy	asks	were	
located	vis-à-vis	interest	groups’	websites.	When	pinpointing	a	policy	ask,	I	generally	looked	for	
groups	mentioning	the	role	of	the	government	and/or	election	along	with	a	 list	or	point-form	
requests	 (and	 later	 on	 expanded/explained)	 for	 the	 government	 within	 my	 time	 frame.	
Furthermore,	 I	 looked	 for	policy	 requests	and/or	 reforms	 to	existing	government	policy	were	
relating	to	the	environment	issues	(Fraussen	and	Halpin,	forthcoming	2017).		
	
All	in	all,	I	chose	to	use	policy	asks	as	a	secondary	stage	for	this	study	as	it	is	a	fairly	conventional	
type	of	engagement	by	Canadian	interest	groups	within	election	campaigns,	and	thus	guides	the	
research	to	a	narrower,	concentrated	insight	when	comparing	interest	groups	based	on	common	
grounds	 (i.e.	 a	 concrete,	 tangible	 document).	 Furthermore,	 it	 can	 be	 seen	 as	 an	 additional	
indicator	or	strategy	from	groups	during	elections	to	further	their	policy	position	and	ultimately,	
create	impact.	With	that	said,	 I	only	selected	interest	groups	who	had	formulated	their	policy	
asks	during	the	designated	election	period	to	keep	it	consistent	with	the	other	search	frames.	
This	distinction	is	important	as	some	groups	formulated	policy	asks	shortly	after	the	election	(i.e.	
in	the	lead	up	to	the	international	environmental	conference,	the	UNFCCC’s	COP	21	in	Paris	six	
weeks	later)	and	therefore,	should	not	be	considered	an	electoral	activity.		
	
The	following	groups	were	detected	to	have	policy	asks:		
1. Greenpeace	
2. Environmental	Defence	Canada	
3. Pembina	Institute		
4. Nature	Conservancy	of	Canada		
5. Ecology	Action	Centre		
6. Ducks	Unlimited	Canada		
7. Green	Communities	Canada		
8. Canadian	Parks	and	Wilderness	Society		
9. David	Suzuki	Foundation		
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Two	measures	were	prepared	to	gauge	the	similarities	and	differences	between	interest	groups’	
policy	asks.	The	 first	 included	coding	each	 individual	policy	asks’	characteristics	based	on	 five	
main	components.	This	was	to	ensure	a	sufficient	comparison	between	groups	and	method	to	
organize	my	findings	for	the	analysis.	These	included:	1)	the	intent	of	the	policy	ask:	whether	it	
seeks	to	change	or	maintain	the	existing	policy;	2)	the	scope	of	the	policy	ask:	whether	it	requires	
the	government	to	increase	or	decrease	spending;	3)	the	action	required:	whether	the	policy	asks	
requires	 the	 government	 to	 implement	 policy,	 reinstate	 policy,	 review	or	 restore	 a	 program,	
regulate	or	monitor	a	policy	or	program,	or	requesting	an	undertaking	to	be	legislated	or	enacted	
as	a	law;	4)	the	breadth	of	the	policy	ask	[this	was	split	into	an	additional	three	categories]:	a)	
Breadth-Sector:	whether	the	ask	affects:	one	or	multiple	sectors;	b)	Breadth-Magnitude:	whether	
it	is	deemed	a	general	or	specific	policy	ask;	and	c)	Breadth-Scale:	whether	the	ask	is	focused	on	
the	national	or	an	international	level;	and	the	lastly	5)	Partisan	of	the	policy	ask:	whether	the	ask	
is	something	political	parties	would	agree	or	disagree	on.	
	
The	second	involved	coding	each	policy	ask	based	on	their	overarching	request	and	topic	they	
relate	to.	This	allows	me	have	a	systematic	breakdown	of	the	types	of	policy	issues	ENGOs	focus	
on	during	the	election	and	provide	the	proper	tool	to	grasp	sub-question	#2.		To	identify	topics	
that	 are	 generalizable,	 I	 used	 topic	 and	 subtopic	 codes	 from	Soroka	 (2009)’s	Canadian	Policy	
Agendas	codebook	(Soroka,	2009).	In	doing	so,	I	found	topics/subtopics	that	addressed	each	ask	
specifically.	 If	 a	 policy	 asks’	 topic	 was	 not	 available	 in	 the	 codebook,	 (i.e.	 an	
unique/unconventional,	 ‘new’	 environmental	 topics),	 they	 were	 placed	 under	 the	 ‘general’	
energy	or	environmental	topic-codes	depending	on	which	one	they	were	more	relevant	to.		
	
Media	and	Political	Party	Platform	Attention	
To	gage	the	impact	of	these	policy	asks	within	electoral	public	domains,	I	choose	to	additionally	
assess	the	amount	of	coverage	interest	group’s	policy	asks	received	from	the	media	coverage	
and	political	party	electoral	platforms.	As	these	issues	are	clear,	explicit	requests	from	ENGOs,	it	
is	relevant	to	see	their	impact	within	the	media	and	presence	in	party	platforms	to	estimate	the	
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impact	groups	had	on	making	their	issues	salient	within	the	election	and	amongst	prospective	
policy	agenda	of	parties	vis-à-vis	their	election	manifestos.			
	
In	regards	to	the	media,	I	used	a	similar	procedure	in	comparison	to	the	general	media	search	
carried	out	 in	phase	one.	For	 instance,	 identical	databases	and	media	outlets	as	well	as	 time	
frame.	This	phase	however,	 I	only	 looked	for	articles	that	simultaneously	addressed	a	specific	
group	and	their	corresponding	policy	ask(s).	As	this	was	carried	out	in	a	qualitative	manner,	I	did	
not	seek	to	look	for	keywords	but	rather	assess	if	the	article	was	relatable	to	the	policy	request	
stated	a	group.	This	was	to	ensure	the	most	realistic	findings.			
	
As	 for	political	party	platform	attention,	 reviewing	a	country’s	political	 landscape	 is	 required.	
Canada	can	be	considered	a	multi-party	system,	however	some	of	the	largest	provinces	(Ontario,	
Alberta	and	Quebec)	typically	see	a	two-party	race	on	the	federal	(national)	level.	Furthermore,	
despite	 the	 two	main	parties	 (Liberal	Party	of	Canada	and	 the	Conservative	Party	of	Canada)	
strong	holding	dominant	positions,	recent	years	have	seen	an	 increasing	support	 for	the	New	
Democratic	Party	of	Canada	(NDP),	threatening	this	landscape.	Furthermore,	smaller	parties	such	
as	the	Bloc	Quebecois	and	the	Green	Party	of	Canada	have	also	shown	to	exercise	influence	but	
do	not	 consistently	 hold	official	 party	 status	 (Jansen	 and	Christian,	 2006).	On	 that	 account,	 I	
selected	 the	 three	 parties	 with	 official	 party	 status	 and	 the	 Green	 Party	 for	 its	 strong	
environmental	platform.		
Specifically,	for	elections,	it	can	be	expected	that	my	chosen	political	parties	published	an	official	
party	platform	outlining	their	plans	and	promises	for	their	upcoming	political	agendas.	Therefore,	
for	the	sake	of	this	research,	I	will	be	qualitatively	assessing	each	party’s	platform	document	to	
determine	which	policy	asks	were	received	in	their	political	promises.	Although	it	might	be	self-
evident,	this	means	that	I	will	not	be	looking	for	interest	groups	names	within	the	platforms	but	
only	mentions	 of	 their	 policy	 requests.	 It	 should	 also	 be	 noted	 that	 evaluating	which	 groups	
influenced	the	political	party	platform	is	not	the	purpose	but	also	to	see	the	overall	degree	of	
recognition	and	alignment	as	an	environmental	movement.		
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3.3.3.	Phase	Three:	Interest	Groups’	Strategies	and	Trade-Offs		
The	information	collected	and	evaluated	from	phase	one	and	two	thus	far	have	provided	insight	
into	the	kinds	of	activities	interest	groups	engage	in	and	the	types	of	policy	issues	they	cover.	
However,	even	with	 the	 fruitful	 information	collected	 through	qualitative	web	and	document	
analyses,	this	approach	still	falls	short	of	uncovering	the	reasons	of	how	or	why	this	is	may	be	the	
case.	Hence,	third	and	final	phase	of	this	research	is	designed	to	take	the	information	assessed	
from	both	phases	one	and	two,	and	further	investigate	the	justifications	of	the	strategic	trade-
offs	groups	made	in	their	electoral	engagements.		
	
Semi-Structure	In-Depth	Interviews		
To	 unlock	 this	 information,	 required	 personal	 insights	 from	 organizations,	 and	 therefore,	
interviews	 were	 selected	 as	 another	 method	 for	 this	 research.	 	 This	 would	 allow	 more	
understanding	about	the	particular	choices	or	trade-offs	made	by	ENGOs	and	why	groups	chose	
particular,	strategic	trade-offs	and	approaches	during	the	election.		
	
In	other	words,	 interviews	were	intended	to	‘fill	the	gaps’	of	what	was	unable	to	be	detected	
from	the	document-website	analyses	and	to	provide	new	insights	on	the	intentions	of	electoral	
activities	of	ENGOs,	the	selected	policy	issues	for	the	2015	election,	and	the	potential	trade-offs	
groups	faced	when	seeking	to	impact	the	policy	agenda.		For	example,	were	the	main	objectives	
of	groups	to	shape	parties’	platform	developments;	or,	did	groups	simply	deem	this	unlikely	and	
were	only	partaking	 in	 activities	 that	would	 raise	 awareness	 in	public	 domains?	 To	 get	more	
insight,	I	conducted	a	number	of	semi-structured	interviews	with	policy	directors	or	analysts	from	
various	national	environmental	groups	who	were	on-the-grounds	during	the	2015	election.	This	
gave	me	 the	 opportunity	 to	 verify	 activities	with	 groups,	 ask	why	 they	 carried	 out	 particular	
activities,	as	well	as	understand	the	types	of	strategies	and	potential	trade-offs	between	their	
electoral	engagements.	
	
Interview	requests	were	sent	by	email	and	contained	a	cover	letter	that	outlined	the	research	
and	requested	their	participation.	Furthermore,	 interview	questions	were	designed	 in	a	semi-
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structure	manner,	however	they	provided	enough	flexibility	for	ENGO	interviewees	to	respond	
in	an	open,	personalized	manner.	This	was	to	guarantee	that	interviews	could	remained	focused	
to	a	select	number	of	themes	of	election	activities,	but	also	remain	adaptable	to	note	any	other	
circumstances	of	ENGO	involvements	during	the	election	period.	More	specifically,	I	designed	my	
interview	to	touch	on	five	pre-constructed	themes	through	means	of	five	open	questions.	This	
included:	1)	the	understand	the	main	goal	or	objective	going	into	the	2015	election	campaign;	2)	
to	confirm	activities	and	policy	issues	covered	that	were	found	in	phase	one	and	the	beginning	
of	phase	to;	3)	to	understand	the	strategy	behind	their	activities;	4)	to	comprehend	the	role	the	
media	played	for	them;	and	5)	to	get	a	glimpse	of	the	relationships	and	interactions	ENGOs	had	
with	political	parties	during	election	times	(see	Appendix).	Altogether,	these	five	themes	would	
help	confirm	my	findings	carried	out	thus	far,	as	well	as	gain	more	insight	into	why	and	how	these	
activities	were	able	to	take	place.		
	
To	allow	for	the	most	conclusive	and	representative	results	from	interviews,	I	devised	a	low-high	
quadrant,	that	accounts	for	the	variation	amongst	ENGOs’	policy	asks	in	regards	to	their	media	
and	political	party	platform	coverage.	Although	some	ENGOs	may	have	more	asks	than	others,	
these	high	and	low	specifications	were	solely	drawn	on	the	results	of	their	policy	asks	regardless	
of	 the	 quantity.	 Table	 2	 provides	 a	 visualization	 of	 the	 types	 of	 groups	 interviewed	 and	 the	
variation	of	media	and	political	party	platform	attention.	It	should	be	noted	that	groups’	identity	
will	 not	 be	 disclosed	 to	 secure	 requested	 anonymity	 and	 ensure	 complete	 confidentiality.	
Therefore,	transcripts	can	be	provided	upon	special	requests.			
	
Table	2:	Interview	Group	Criterion		
	
The	purpose	of	this	quadrant	is	to	capture	the	variation	of	trade-offs	that	are	currently	presented	
in	interest	group	literature.	For	example,	the	extent	that	groups	focus	on	insider-strategies	such	
	 High	Political	Party	Platform	
Attention	
Low	Political	Party	Platform	
Attention		
High	Media	Attention	 Group	1		 Group	3	
Low	Media	Attention	 Group	2	 Group	4		
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as	keeping	contact	with	political	incumbents	and	platform	development	versus	groups	who	use	
outsider	 strategies	 and	 focus	 on	 advocating	 in	more	 public	 domains	 such	 as	 receiving	media	
coverage.	 Furthermore,	 it	 is	 also	 worth	 analyzing	 the	 types	 of	 trade-offs	 or	 decisions	 that	
occurred	 amongst	 groups	who	 combined	 both	 insider	 and	 outsider	 strategies.	 Therefore,	 by	
utilizing	this	quadrant,	I	am	able	to	ensure	I	gain	insight	from	all	strategical	options	groups	may	
inquire	to	use.	
	
Lastly,	to	enable	a	detailed	analysis,	interviews	were	audio-recorded,	transcribed	and	reviewed	
for	 shared	 themes.	 In	 the	 following	 chapter,	 the	 empirical	 analysis	 was	 accompanied	 by	 a	
synthesis	of	the	information	provided	by	the	interviewees.	In	other	words,	their	narratives	are	
provided	 both	 through	 direct	 and	 indirect	 quotes	 to	 underline	 their	 unique	 or	 shared	
involvements.	To	safeguard	their	identities,	the	names	and	obvious	detectable	material	are	not	
provided	in	the	analysis	either	and	the	groups	will	be	cited	according	to	the	title	provided	above	
(i.e.	Groups	1,2,3,4).		
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4.	Analysis		
The	first	four	chapters	provided	an	introduction	to	the	research	puzzle	regarding	interest	group	
engagement	 during	 elections;	 a	 conceptual	 framework	 to	 approach	 this	 topic,	 along	 with	 a	
review	 of	 the	 scholarship	 surrounding	 agenda-setting,	 interest	 groups,	 and	 elections;	 and	 a	
methodology	used	for	this	project.	This	chapter	will	present	the	findings	that	surfaced	from	the	
data	collected	and	relate	them	to	the	corresponding	literature	on	this	topic.	In	doing	so,	I	provide	
the	results	 in	 the	order	of	 the	sub-questions	 (SQ)	mentioned	 in	 the	 introduction	and	method	
sections,	to	provide	a	progression	of	my	analyses	that	is	most	suitable	to	obtain	a	comprehensive	
understanding	 of	 the	 electoral	 engagement	 of	 groups.	 In	 order	 to	 better	 grasp	 the	 political	
landscape	of	Canada’s	2015	federal	election,	I	will	start	this	section	with	a	brief	overview	and	
timeline	of	the	electoral	environment	ENGOs	encountered.		
	
4.1	Overview	of	Canada’s	2015	Electoral	Campaign	Landscape	&	General	Media	
Timeline		
Documenting	 the	 electoral	 landscape	 provides	 a	 proper	 foundation	 to	 understand	 the	
environment	 ENGOs	 operated	 in.	 As	we	 can	 naturally	 reminisce	 on	 the	 2015	 election,	 three	
general	characteristics	can	be	noted	about	its	broader	context.		
	
Firstly,	the	2015	election	had	a	consistent	theme	for	change	(MacNeil	and	Paterson,	2016:	553).	
Canada	had	been	experiencing	a	decade-long	reign	of	a	right-winged	conservative	government,	
and	 particularly	 a	 government	 who	 not	 only	 designated	 a	 small	 role	 for	 social	 policies,	 but	
supported	 non-environmentally	 conscious	 efforts	 such	 as	 tar	 sand	 expansions	 to	 remedying	
economic	 growth	 (Levesque,	 2017:	 284;	Miles,	 2015).	 Because	of	 this,	 relationships	 between	
ENGOs	 and	 political	 parties	may	 have	 intensified	 particular	 inclinations	 to	 advocate	 on	 such	
issues—and	 especially	 on	 environmental	 matters	 ENGOs	 identified	 certain	 parties	 were	 not	
supporting.	For	example,	all	groups	interviews	noted	the	pressing	limits	to	their	advocacy	due	to	
the	2015	sitting	government’s	tight	regulations	on	political	activities	of	charities,	and	particularly	
on	 environmental	 groups	 (Eliadis,	 2015:	 43-44;	 Levesque,	 2017:	 281).	 As	 a	 result,	 ENGOs’	
strategies	and	activities	took	on	a	reactive	role	to	the	government.		
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Secondly,	not	only	did	this	election	receive	the	highest	voter	turnout	in	twenty	years,	but	also	
managed	to	attract	an	abnormal	percentage	of	younger	voter	turnout	(Elections	Canada,	2016:	
11).	This	 indicates	two	things.	First,	high	voter	turnouts	signify	that	election	issues	were	likely	
followed	 closely	 by	 citizens	 vis-à-vis	media	 outlets,	 enabling	 a	 broader	 range	 of	 exposure	 to	
ENGOs	who	received	media	attention	and	recognition	of	their	policy	requests	in	political	party	
platforms.	 Second,	 environmental	 issues	 tend	 to	 be	 stronger	 amongst	 younger	 generations,	
which	may	have	influenced	ENGOs	impact	during	the	election	(Anderson	and	Coletto,	2015).		
	
Lastly,	gearing	towards	a	policy-issue	perspective,	the	environment	strikingly	became	a	top	issue	
in	the	election.	In	fact,	 it	was	ranked	the	second	most	important	issue	following	the	economy	
and	preceding	healthcare;	which	frequently	remain	the	top	one	and	two	issues	in	Canada	(CBC	
Vote-Compass,	2015).	This	signifies	relative	success	to	ENGOs	who	mobilized	and	engaged	during	
the	 election	 as	 these	 issues	 do	 not	 gain	 attention	 sporadically,	 but	 rather,	 by	 consistent,	
supporting	narratives	throughout	the	campaign	period.	Table	3	provides	a	breakdown	from	the	
Vote-Compass	data	showing	how	issues	were	ranked	as	well	as	how	certain	age	cohorts	ranked	
issues.		
	
Table	3:	Breakdown	of	Election	Issue	Priority	by	Age	Group	in	Canadian	2015	National	Election		
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
Divide	and	Conquer:	Interest	Group	Engagement	During	Elections|	
	
55	
Besides	 these	 basic	 preliminary	 features,	 and	 to	 further	 explore	 the	 electoral	 context	 of	 this	
election,	I	also	underwent	a	widespread	media	search	in	order	to	identify	the	main	environmental	
issues	reported	on	during	the	campaign.	To	do	this,	I	first	identified	the	core	environmental	issues	
of	each	month	within	my	selected	campaign	time	frame	(April	1st	2015-October	19th	2015).	To	
construct	this	month-by-month	issue	summary,	I	first	searched	within	the	chosen	databases	and	
designated	media	outlets	(see	pg.	45)	for	articles	addressing	the	environment	and	the	election.		
With	those	results,	 I	 took	the	most	 frequently	reported	 issues	from	each	month	(see	figure	1	
below).	This	allowed	me	to	see	the	consistency	of	issues,	and	the	evolution	of	how	environmental	
topics	gained	electoral	prominence	throughout	the	campaign.	This	would	also	act	as	a	point	of	
comparison	when	understanding	the	types	of	policy	issues	ENGOs	targeted	in	SQ#2.		
	
Figure	1:	General	Timeline	of	Environmental	Issues	in	the	Media		
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When	 considering	 the	 media	 timeline	 to	 its	 entirety—consistent,	 underlying	 themes	 were	
seeking	stronger	environmental	leadership	and	creating	a	stronger	national	climate	action	plan	
(i.e.	 through	new	program,	 regulations	or	 targets).	 This	was	 further	accentuated	 through	 the	
coverage	 on	 specific	 environmental	 events	 to	 show	 the	 pressing	 demand	 for	 needed	
environmental	protection	and	mitigation.	For	example,	the	media	reporting	on	environmental	
tragedies	 (i.e.	 floods,	 forest	 fires	 etc.)	 and	 the	 devastating	 outcomes	 from	 direct	man-made	
doings	(i.e.	oil	spills).	This	type	of	coverage	increasingly	triggered	subsequent	reporting	on	the	
politics	 of	 these	 issues,	 and	 how	 political	 leaders	 would	 address	 environmental	 topics.	 For	
example,	 in	 Canada	 this	 shaped	 the	 path	 for	 electoral	 debates	 towards	 the	 coined	 subject,	
‘pipeline	politics’	due	to	the	country’s	large	economic	footprint	in	oil	sectors.	This	subsequently	
ignited	 the	media	 to	 release	articles	 comparing	environmental	political	platforms	 to	highlight	
these	salient	topics.		
	
Apart	from	these	explicit	observations,	and	before	embarking	on	the	rest	of	this	analysis,	 it	 is	
imperative	 to	 note	 that	 this	 timeline	 also	 corresponds	 with	 issues	 found	 in	 ENGOs’	 website	
activities	and	policy	asks.	To	make	this	link,	I	qualitatively	examined	each	media	article	and	its	
overall	message.	In	addition,	I	would	note	if	an	article	included	one	of	the	ENGOs	selected	for	
this	study.	This	way,	I	could	note	that	an	ENGO’s	statement	had	an	impact	on	the	article’s	overall	
message.	Following	this	media	search,	I	reviewed	each	policy	ask	to	see	if	similar	propositions	
and	themes	were	mentioned.	For	example,	a	valid	link	would	include	if	an	news	article	was	noting	
the	need	 for	 reducing	usage	and	better	 regulations	on	pipelines,	meanwhile	policy	asks	were	
recommending	 to	 stop	 expansion	 of	 tar	 sands.	 Overall,	 as	 messages	 via	 mainstream	 media	
channels	are	what	most	Canadian	take	with	them	to	the	polls	(Lawlor,	2017:	70);	this	correlation	
indicated	a	substantial	 level	of	 impact	 from	ENGOs	to	affect	what	environmental	 topics	were	
being	introduced	to	the	general	public	debate.	This	further	confirms	Binderkrantz	et	al	(2016)’s	
findings,	that	citizen	groups	have	become	increasingly	successful	in	their	representation	through	
the	media	(Binderkrantz	et	al.,	2016:	307).	Nevertheless,	 this	will	be	further	elaborated	when	
analyzing	the	media	attention	received	by	ENGO’s	policy	asks	in	SQs	#2	and	#3.		
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One	last	notable,	and	perhaps	less	obvious	observation	in	the	general	media,	was	‘issue-linkages.’	
Or	 more	 specifically,	 the	 use	 of	 wedding	 electoral	 issues	 together.	 For	 instance,	 linking	 the	
environment	as	a	key	variable	to	the	Canadian	economy	became	a	very	salient	phenomenon.	
This	bi-reporting	 typically	was	addressing	on	how	Canada’s	dominant	oil	 economy	must	 shift	
toward	more	renewable	energies.	For	ENGOs,	this	is	an	important	element	as	these	issues	were	
creating	grounds	to	reach	or	target	non-environmental	supporters	in	the	media,	and	who	would	
likely	not	check	groups’	websites.	Another	issue	linkage	could	be	seen	between	the	election	and	
the	upcoming	international	climate	conference,	the	UNFCCC’s	COP21	in	Paris	in	December	2015.	
Here,	the	election	outcome	and	Canada’s	international	position	at	COP21	were	framed	together	
in	the	media	to	underline	the	need	for	strong	environmental	leadership	to	secure	its	voice	and	
authority	in	external	political	domains.		
	
4.2	Sub-Question	#1:	What	kinds	of	activities	do	groups	engage	in?		
My	first	sub-question	explored	the	types	of	activities	ENGOs	underwent	during	the	2015	election	
period.	This	provides	an	interesting	yet	relevant	understanding	for	what	groups	did	to	engage	
during	 the	 election,	 and	 can	 act	 as	 a	 basis	 to	 comparing	 potential	 strategies	 and	 trade-offs	
amongst	the	various	ENGOs.	To	answer	this	sub-question,	I	qualitatively	analyzed	each	group’s	
website	 to	see	what	activities	were	present.	 I	used	this	as	a	starting	point	as	all	groups	were	
found	to	have	websites.	This	was	executed	by	looking	through	groups’	publications,	news	articles	
and/or	blogs	during	my	fixed	time	period	(once	again,	April	1st	2015-October	19th	2015).	This	was	
based	on	the	assumption	that	groups	would,	for	the	most	part,	begin	discussing	publicly	about	
election	issues	no	more	than	six	months	before	the	campaigning	period.	
	
Generally	speaking,	the	majority	of	groups	appeared	to	be	active	and	showed	recognition	that	
the	environment	should	be	a	topic	to	consider	during	the	election.	This	imperative	observation	
confirms	Binderkrantz	 (2015)’s	 propositions	 that	 states	how	most	 groups	 are	 interested	with	
elections	 and	 perceive	 it	 as	 a	 potential	 occasion	 to	 gain	 from	 (Binderkrantz,	 2015:130).	
Furthermore,	it	showed	that	groups	report	and	advocate	on	issues	during	elections	to	various	
extents.	 For	example,	 groups	may	use	election	 times	 to	 solely	 address	election	activities	 (i.e.	
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political	party	platforms	and	voting)	while	others	use	it	as	a	stepping-stone	to	raise	issues	within	
the	organization’s	interests.	This	is	confirmed	in	my	analysis.	For	example,	only	one	group	(Helios	
Centre)	did	not	show	obvious	online	activity	during	the	election	period;	but	this	was	noted	as	
issues	 related	 to	 an	 un-updated	website.	 Regardless,	 online	 activity	 was	 carried	 out	 in	 both	
implicit	and	explicit	ways.	For	instance,	while	some	groups	would	explicitly	discuss	the	election	
as	a	core	theme	to	an	article	or	direct	issues	in	terms	of	voting	for	strong	environment	platforms,	
others	 were	 found	 to	 address	 salient	 environmental	 topics	 during	 the	 time	 frame,	 but	 not	
mention	the	election	whatsoever.		
	
Apart	from	these	broad	distinctions,	a	number	of	distinct	electoral	activities	were	retrieved.	To	
present	 them	 in	 a	 systematic	manner,	 I	 will	 first	 provide	 the	 findings	 pertaining	 to	 the	 pre-
identified	 electoral	 activities	 as	 noted	 in	 the	 methodology,	 (see	 page	 43),	 following	 some	
additional,	observations	of	ENGO	activity.		
	
4.2.1	Pre-Identified	Electoral	Activities		
Table	4:		Overview	of	expected	electoral	activity	from	Canadian	ENGOs	
Financial	
Contributions	
Non-Financial	
Contributions	
Party	
Endorsements	
	
Public	
Endorsement	of	
Candidate(s)	
Voter	
Guides/Scorecards		
0/31	 0/31	 0/31	 1/31*		 2/31	
*GreenPAC	was	the	only	ENGO	to	endorse	candidates,	and	is	not	based	on	party	affiliation	but	rather,	candidates	
who	hold	strong	environmental	policy-views.		
	
First,	I	will	report	the	different	electoral	activities	I	have	initially	distinguished	in	my	methodology.	
Table	4	shows	how	little	groups	actually	engaged	in	predicted	electoral	activities.	As	we	can	see,	
nearly	 all	 expected	 activities	 had	 zero	 engagement	 from	 groups,	 apart	 from	 the	 two	 voter	
scorecards.	 To	 understand	 this	 more	 attentively,	 individual	 observations	 on	 each	 of	 these	
activities	are	made	below.			
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Financials	Contributions	and	Political	Endorsements		
Firstly,	 all	 31	 groups	 refrained	 from	 providing	 any	 financial	 (i.e.	 funding/donations)	 or	 non-
financial	contributions	(i.e.	electoral	support/canvasing)	to	political	parties’	election	campaigns.	
In	 addition,	 no	 groups	 were	 found	 to	 publicly	 endorse	 candidates	 or	 parties.	 Nevertheless,	
GreenPAC	 holds	 a	 unique	 position,	 as	 it	 is	 a	 non-partisan	 organization	motivated	 to	 address	
environmental	 concerns	by	means	of	political	action	and	 leadership.	They	 tackle	 this	 through	
their	 organizational	 mandate	 to	 recruit,	 support	 and	 endorse	 candidates	 advocating	 for	
environmentally-friendly	policies,	irrespective	of	their	party	affiliation.	For	instance,	during	the	
2015	federal	election,	GreenPAC	assembled	a	panel	of	non-partisan	experts	to	assess	candidates	
and	endorsed	18	environmental	 ‘champions.’	Out	of	 those	18	candidates,	14	were	elected	to	
office	(GreenPAC,	2017).	GreenPAC’s	role	further	verifies	Levesque	(2017)’s	finding	that	there	
are	worthwhile	opportunities	to	research	backgrounds	of	elected	members	who	could	be	more	
responsive	to	an	organization’s	interests	(Levesque,	2017:	289).	This	provides	a	two-way	benefit	
as	 it	 creates	 a	 label	 for	 MPs	 who	 are	 interested	 in	 a	 certain	 issue,	 but	 also	 exposes	 the	
organization	to	supporters	of	an	MP.	Hence,	revealing	one	way	of	how	groups	seek	to	mobilize	
new	resources	(in	this	case,	MPs	and	optimistically	new	supporters)	with	hope	to	expand	their	
organizational	development	(McCarthy	and	Zald,	1977:	1213)	
	
This	pervasive	avoidance	of	endorsing	political	parties	and/or	appearing	partisan	was	discovered	
not	to	be	a	complete	coincidence.	Under	Canada’s	CRA	policy	statement	(CPS-022)	on	political	
activities,	registered	charities/civil	society	groups	are	required	to	avoid	involvement	with	partisan	
political	activity	(Canada	Revenue	Agency,	2017).	In	this	case,	this	involves	any	political	activity	
that	directly	or	indirectly	supports	a	political	party	or	candidate	for	public	office,	and	is	prohibited	
by	law.	Therefore,	reasons	for	many	Canadian	ENGOs	opting	out	of	certain	activities	can	primarily	
be	due	to	political	and	legal	contexts.	This	indicates	a	restriction	to	certain,	electoral	activity;	and	
thus,	 an	 immediate	 cost,	 to	 strategies	 of	 many	 Canadian	 ENGOs.	 For	 example,	 all	 four	
interviewees	initiated	discussions	regarding	CRA	regulations,	stating	it	forces	them	to	approach	
actions	in	a	non-partisan	way.	Moreover,	two	out	of	the	four	groups	overtly	underlined	that	part	
of	their	goal	for	this	election	was	to	advocate	against	the	current	CRA	policy,	and	get	parties	to	
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“commit	to	a	new	legislative	framework	for	the	charitable	sector”	(Group	2).	This	observation	
supports	the	literature	surrounding	how	regulatory	considerations	and	institutional	factors	of	a	
country	 can	 affect	 interest	 groups’	 strategies	 (Klüver	 et	 al.,	 2015:	 457;	 Chari	 et	 al.,	 2007;	
Levesque,	2017:291).	In	other	words,	despite	being	a	null	finding	within	the	Canadian	context,	in	
other	national-jurisdictions,	politically	endorsing	a	party	could	be	considered	a	benefit	for	ENGO	
activity.		
	
This	is	especially	noteworthy	if	we	consider	organizations	that	have	offices	in	multiple	countries.	
For	example,	in	an	interview,	one	ENGO	compared	Canada’s	multi-party	system	to	the	US’	two	
party-system,	noting	that	it	is	more	complicated	in	a	multi-party	system	like	Canada’s	as	there	is	
not	an	obvious	‘right	and	wrong’	choice.	Furthermore,	it	was	noted	that	it	would	be	a	waste	of	
the	organization’s	resources	(i.e.	budget)	to	advocate	for	certain	parties,	when	the	organization	
can	usually	speculate	the	political	affiliations	of	their	members	(Group	3).	This	mention	not	only	
underlines	the	legal	context,	but	the	long-term	political	costs	involved	with	partisan	affiliation	
that	 ENGOs	 chose	 to	 avoid	 during	 elections.	 This	 finding	 accentuates	 two	 types	 of	 costs	
associated	with	political	parties.	One,	is	the	potential	risk	of	endorsing	political	parties	who	do	
not	win	the	election;	which	could	lead	to	a	loss	of	access	in	government	(Young	and	Everitt,	2004:	
105).	And	secondly,	the	potential	obstacle	of	ENGOs	considering	costs	behind	endorsing	groups	
that	could	overstep	their	members’/supporters’	political	views	(Allern	and	Saglie,	2006:	5).	
	
However,	from	a	research	perspective,	this	does	not	restrict	my	findings	as	groups	opting	in	or	
out	of	activities	provide	equal	insights	to	why	they	may	pursue	other	activities	and/or	mobilize	
strategies.	For	instance,	as	many	ENGOs	are	legally	bounded	to	remain	unpartisan,	it	was	found	
that	many	groups	would	instead	show	implicit	endorsement	of	parties	by	criticizing	a	particular	
party	 for	 their	 inadequate	 environmental	 policies	 or	 platform	 promises.	 For	 example,	
Greenpeace,	the	David	Suzuki	Foundation	and	Citizen	Climate	Lobby	Canada	all	explicitly	pointed	
out	that	the	current	Conservative	Party	and	Leader	PM	Stephen	Harper	held	poor	environmental	
policy	 promises,	 and	 that	 individuals	 should	 be	 wary	 of	 this	 when	 voting	 (*without	
simultaneously	endorsing	any	other	parties).	So	despite	groups	not	openly	endorsing	a	particular	
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party	 or	 candidate,	 there	was	 implicit	 notions	 on	 particular	 policies	 parties	were	 promoting.	
Conversely,	 some	 groups	 provided	 positive	 acknowledgements	 to	 parties	 who	 promoted	 a	
certain	environmental	platform	promise,	while	remaining	unpartisan.	For	example,	in	a	published	
article	on	the	Ducks	Unlimited	Canada’s	website,	they	mentioned	that	the	current	government	
(or	at	the	time,	the	Conservative	Party)	had	promoted	wetland	protection	in	their	platform.	In	
this	 case,	 partisanship	wasn’t	 the	 focus,	 but	 rather	 the	environmental	 issue	 at	 hand.	 In	 both	
instances,	this	shows	how	groups	were	able	to	avoid	political	backlash	or	appear	to	be	partisan.	
Moreover,	this	highlights	the	reality	of	interest	groups	holding	vague	relationships	with	political	
parties	and	groups	navigating	within	their	institutional	environments	(Allern	and	Bale,	2012:20).		
	
Voter	Guides	and	Scorecards		
Another	activity	involved	focusing	voters’	attention	on	political	parties’	environmental	promises.	
This	was	executed	through	blog	posts	summarizing	party	promises	and	providing	‘easy-to-read’	
visual	guides	on	how	parties	were	approaching	environmental	issues	in	the	election	campaign.	
In	 an	 interview,	one	policy	 analyst	 stated	 that	 visual	 guides	were	 intended	 “to	easily	 engage	
citizens	 to	 think	about	climate	change”	and	provide	an	effortless,	“assessment	of	 the	parties’	
views	on	the	environment”	(Group	3).	Figure	2	below	provides	examples	of	Greenpeace	and	the	
David	Suzuki	Foundation’s	voter	‘score-cards’	to	assess	parties’	outlooks	on	issues.	In	addition,	
Pembina	 Institute	 and	Ecojustice	Canada	published	blog-posts	on	overviews	of	political	 party	
promises.	These	were	typically	titled	as	Comparing	federal	party	policies	on	climate	change	or	
Election	2015:	What’s	been	said	and	where	do	we	go	from	here.’	Overall,	groups	engaging	in	these	
activities	refrained	focusing	in	on	one	party,	and	rather	mobilized	action	by	providing	overviews	
of	environment	policy	across	party	platforms.		
	
Figure	2:	Examples	of	Voter	Scorecards	
Greenpeace	Canada	Voter	Guide		 	 	 David	Suzuki	Foundation	Voter	Guide	
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4.2.2	Additional	ENGO	Electoral	Activities		
Despite	the	aforementioned	activities	discussed,	it	may	lead	us	to	think	groups	did	not	participate	
much	in	the	2015	election.	However,	while	inquiring	on	those	actions,	a	number	of	additional	
activities	were	discovered	to	validate	ENGO	electoral	engagement.	This	was	divided	into	three	
categories	including	activities	relating:	1)	citizens,	2)	political-parties	and	3)	other	vote-related	
activities.	The	last	section	of	this	sub-question	will	outline	the	general	media	coverage	ENGOs	
received.		
	
As	we	can	see,	there	are	higher	engagements	in	both	activities	relating	to	citizens	and	voting	as	
there	are	to	political	party	activities.	This	can	serve	as	an	initial	indicator	to	some	of	the	types	of	
costs	groups	may	have	faced	when	exercising	political	party-related	activities,	and	consequently	
engaged	 in	 other	 activities	 during	 the	 election.	 Table	 5	 illustrates	 these	 additional	 observed	
activities.		
	
Table	5:	Overview	of	unanticipated	electoral	activity	from	Canadian	ENGOs	
1) Activities	pertaining	to	
Citizen	Engagement		
2) Activities	pertaining	to	
Political-Parties	
3) Activities	pertaining	
to	Voting	
Advocacy	Kits	
and	Pre-Made	
Questions	for	
MPs	
Election	Meetings,	
Events	and/or	
training	for	
Engaged	Citizens	
Raising	
Political	
Awareness	of	
Political	Party	
Measures			
Monitoring	
Political	
Incumbents	
Campaigns	
	
	Campaigns/	
Pledges	
	
Promoting	
Citizen’s	to	
Vote	
	
11/31	 7/31	 5/31	 2/31	 11/31	 6/31	
	
1) Activities	Pertaining	to	Citizen	Engagement		
The	first	set	of	additional	ENGO	activity	can	be	seen	to	support	citizen	engagement.	This	was	
encouraged	 by	 emphasizing	 direct	 citizen-interaction	 with	 political	 parties	 throughout	 the	
campaign	 period.	 To	 do	 this,	 ENGOs	 provided	 citizens	 with	 ‘tools’	 to	 be	 knowledgeable	 on	
environmental	 topics.	 One	 way	 of	 doing	 this	 was	 issuing	 probing-questions	 to	 approach	
candidates	 during	 the	 campaigning	 periods,	 or	 pre-made	 letters	 to	 send	 to	 MPs	 about	
environmental	issues	ENGOs	were	prioritizing	in	the	upcoming	policy	agenda.	Another	technique	
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was	seen	by	creating	‘advocacy	kits.’	Advocacy	kits	provide	citizens	with	multiple	tools	to	push	
environmental	messages	 forward	 in	 their	 communities	 and	 further	 promote	 interaction	with	
candidates.	For	example,	Our	Horizon	offered	a	kit	which	included	tools	such	as	template	emails,	
a	PowerPoint	presentation,	a	 ‘step-by-step’	guide	 for	getting	environmentally	 related	by-laws	
passed	in	citizens’	local	communities,	promotional	posters,	and	signup	sheets	to	spread	updates	
and	information	from	the	organization.	One	policy	analyst	interviewed,	mentioned	the	creation	
of	citizen	advocacy	kits	was	indicated	as	“one	of	the	main	drivers	of	what	[the	organization]	did	
in	the	2015	election”	as	it	provided	a	bottom-up	approach	and	to	get	their	issues	vocalized	by	
citizens	 and	 heard	 by	 political	 parties	 whom	 typically	 prioritize	 citizen’s	 concerns	 over	 the	
‘consistent	rumble’	of	organizations	during	election	times	(Group	3).	Engaging	citizens	through	
these	activities	first-handily	underlines	another	technique	to	engage	new	citizens/supporters	as	
a	resource	in	a	way	of	shaping	the	policy	agenda	(McCarthy	and	Zald,	1977:	1213).	
	
Lastly,	 a	 number	 of	 groups	 hosted	 election	meetings,	 events	 or	 training	 sessions	 for	 citizens	
whom	sought	to	advocate	for	environmental	issues.	This	would	prepare	them	when	interacting	
with	 MPs	 canvassing	 at	 their	 door	 or	 out	 in	 their	 communities	 (i.e.	 local	 MP	 debate).	 This	
observation	stands	 in	 line	with	recent	political	research	that	underscores	how	interest	groups	
have	 gradually	 grown	 to	 prompt	 individuals	 (whether	 members	 or	 non-members	 of	 an	
organization)	to	lobby	on	their	own	via	teaching	and	training	members	on	issues	and	electoral	
procedures	(Levesque,	2017:	292).		
	
2) Activities	Pertaining	to	Political-Parties		
A	 second	 set	 of	 additional	 ENGO	 activity	 triggered	 exchanges	with	MPs	 and	 political	 parties.	
Firstly,	this	was	seen	in	a	number	of	ENGOs,	who	sought	to	monitor	political	incumbents	during	
the	 election.	 One	 way	 was	 creating	 political	 dialogues	 with	 candidates	 throughout	 the	
campaigning	period.	This	was	structured	whereby	an	ENGO	would	seek	consent	for	a	candidate	
to	provide	a	statement	or	release	information	about	their	campaigning	promises/practices.	For	
instance,	an	unique	engagement	was	observed	on	the	WWF	Canada	website,	stating	the	lack	of	
political	discussion	regarding	arctic	protection.	Here,	the	WWF	took	it	upon	themselves	to	submit	
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a	list	of	questions	to	MP	candidates	in	arctic	ridings,	but	more	importantly	publish	the	answers	
from	candidates	who	responded.	That	way,	those	candidates	are	now	quoted	on	the	website	for	
the	promises	they	planned	to	make	if	elected	(WWF,	2015).	Another	circumstance	was	evident	
through	Tree	Canada’s	invitation	for	candidates	to	track	their	emissions	during	the	election.	For	
example,	voluntarily	tracking	the	distances	travelled	by	their	campaign	team.	This	would	be	then	
traced	via	online	forms	calculating	the	approximation	of	CO2	emitted	through	the	campaign	and	
could	 later	 be	 off-set	 by	 planting	 trees	 across	 Canada	 (TreeCanada,	 2015).	 This	 finding	 is	
particularly	 interesting	 as	 it	 challenges	 MPs	 to	 already	 prove	 environmentally-conscious	
commitments	 to	 the	public	 throughout	 the	 campaign	period.	 Both	 cases	 are	 in	 line	with	 the	
evaluation	that	interest	groups	may	target	political	incumbents	in	seeking	to	expose	their	actions	
or	 inaction	 on	 issues	 ENGOs	 are	 advocating	 for	 (Young	 and	 Everett,	 2004:	 105).	 Secondly,	
although	having	some	overlap	with	engaging	citizens,	another	ENGO	activity	was	to	raise	political	
awareness	 of	 parties’	 measures.	 This	 included	 ensuring	 citizens	 were	 remaining	 political	
cognizant	of	MPs	actions	 and	political	 parties’	messages	on	 the	environment	 throughout	 the	
campaign	period.	For	example,	providing	‘discussion	prompts’	and	asking	citizens	to	be	critical	
when	listening	or	reading	media	articles	relating	to	political	parties’	platforms.		
	
3) Activities	Pertaining	to	Voting		
A	last	set	of	additional	engagements	looked	at	activities	that	promoted	voting	in	the	election.	As	
mentioned	above,	there	was	an	absence	of	partisan	endorsement,	however	another	prominent	
alternative	was	 endorsing	 citizens’	 electoral	 awareness.	 For	 instance,	 Greenpeace,	 Ecojustice	
Canada,	Sierra	Club	Canada,	Ecology	Action	Centre,	GreenPAC	and	Citizens	Climate	Lobby	Canada	
all	had	articles	on	their	websites	encouraging	readers	to	vote,	and	that	by	doing	so,	could	ensure	
stronger	 environmental	 measures	 to	 be	 considered	 by	 the	 government.	 This	 was	 most	
prevalently	 exercised	 through	 the	 creation	 of	 ENGO	 environmental	 campaigns.	 Generally	
speaking,	 the	purpose	of	 these	campaigns	was	to	promote	collective-political	engagement	on	
environmental	 issues	 and	 further	 encourage	 individuals	 to	 stay	 politically-active	 in	 their	
communities.	 For	 example,	 Nature	 Canada	 released	 a	 campaign	 in	 July	 2015	 titled	 ‘Vote	 for	
Nature’	underlining	 that	 strong	political	 leadership	cannot	occur	without	votes	 from	engaged	
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citizens,	with	slogans	such	as	‘Tell	Canada’s	leaders	where	you	stand—vote	for	nature	in	2015!’	
Moreover,	in	attempt	to	commit	citizens	to	vote	for	environmental-conscious	platforms,	various	
groups	generated	pledges	that	citizens	could	electronically	sign	to	show	their	political	support,	
and	could	further	be	shared	with	others	in	their	personal	online	networks	(i.e.	email,	Facebook,	
LinkedIn).	This	further	underlines	the	importance	of	digital	communication	tools	to	inform	and	
spread	information	on	key	issues	and	reaches	the	masses	at	lower	costs	(Levesque,	2017:	290).		
	
To	 summarize,	 it	 is	 clear	 that	more	 groups	 chose	 to	mobilize	 through	 non-partisan,	 indirect	
activities	 that	 had	 a	 strong	 emphasis	 on	 mobilizing	 public	 domains	 (i.e.	 citizens)	 during	 the	
election	(Binderkrantz,	2005:	696).	For	example,	not	only	being	actively	providing	–information	
within	political	realms,	but	also	guides	to	shape	perspectives	on	prospective	policy	plans	(Hacker	
and	 Pierson,	 2014:	 643;	 Dür,	 2008:1222).	 Subsequently,	 it	 is	 interesting	 that	 these	 types	 of	
engagements	also	resulted	in	training	citizens	on	these	undertakings.	All	 in	all,	these	activities	
provide	 insight	 into	 some	 of	 the	 ways	 groups	 have	mobilized	 their	 resources	 to	 serve	 their	
organizational	mandates	of	strengthening	current	environmental	policy.		
	
4.2.3	General	Media	Coverage	of	ENGO	Activity		
During	the	selected	time	period,	 it	was	 found	that	nearly	all	groups	received	media	coverage	
from	the	main	national	news	outlets	(80%).	Figure	3	below	illustrates	the	groups	that	received	
media	coverage	along	with	a	breakdown	of	how	much	the	coverage	was	policy	related	or	not.	
Policy	related	coverage	dealt	with	any	issue	that	was	election-related	or	contributed	to	public	
policymaking	domains.	Non-policy	related	articles	were	for	the	most	part,	topics	like	recreational	
activities	such	as	festivals	or	events,	the	death	of	loyal	volunteers	or	other	lifestyle	reports	such	
as	 lists	 of	 activities	 for	 individuals	 to	 take	 part	 in	 outdoors.	 With	 this	 said,	 a	 number	 of	
considerations	can	be	noted.	Firstly,	 the	vast	majority	of	groups	 that	 received	coverage	were	
articles	that	were	policy-related.	Policy	related	coverage	is	thus	an	indicator	of	successful	impact	
as	 it	 shows	 that	 ENGOs	 were	 able	 to	 get	 environmental	 issues	 into	 the	 wider	 public	 policy	
conservation	and	media	dialogue	during	 the	election.	Andrews	and	Caren	 (2010)’s	 claim	 that	
there	tends	to	be	an	unequal	distribution	of	media	attention	to	groups	who	are	more	resourceful	
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(i.e.	larger	staff,	scope,	budgets)	was	confirmed	in	this	analysis.	For	instance,	the	larger	ENGOs	
receiving	 the	most	media	 attention	 on	 environmental	 issues	 and	 smaller	 groups	 held	 higher	
percentages	of	non-policy	related	articles.	One	ENGO	interviewed	with	larger	coverage	noted	the	
media	was	a	central	outlet	to	ensure	proper	reaction	to	parties	whom	dominate	the	media,	
	
“…political	parties	exist	to	do	one	thing—to	win	elections	and	run	campaigns.	And	they	can	deploy	massive	amounts	
of	resources	in	a	short	period	of	time	to	do	that,	and	the	way	the	coverage	is,	its	dominated	by	the	parties.	You	must	
react	to	what	they’re	doing.	And	so,	something	like	a	photo-op	where	you	try	to	get	your	picture	beside	the	story	or	
insert	a	quote	or	be	one	of	the	reactions	is	sort	of	a	way	you	can	try	to	influence	that”	(Group	3).		
	
This	finding	is	also	in	line	with	Dalton	et	al	(2003)	and	Binderkrantz	(2005)	and	the	more	dominant	
use	 of	 indirect	 or	 outsider	 strategies	 for	 interest	 groups	 to	 influence.	 In	 this	 case,	 exercising	
strong	media	 strategies	 to	 influence	 policy	 domains	 during	 the	 election	 (Binderkrantz,	 2005:	
696).	
	
Figure	3:	General	ENGO	Media	Coverage	
	
	
	
	
		
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
*Groups	with	zero	media	coverage	were	not	included	in	this	figure.	This	included:	Helios	Centre,	Parvati,	Green	
Communities	Canada,	Citizen	Climate	Lobby	Canada,	and	Tree	Canada.		
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4.3	Sub-Question	#2:	What	kind	of	policy	issues	do	groups	focus	on?	
In	conjunction	with	the	kinds	of	activities	ENGOs	engage	 in,	a	second	 inquiry	 to	this	 research	
involves	unmasking	 the	 types	of	policy	 issues	groups	addressed	 in	 the	election.	This	provides	
rationale	to	how	groups	may	compare	or	differ	on	the	issues	they	covered,	as	well	as	which	issues	
are	worth	mobilizing	via	the	activities	mentioned	in	SQ#1.	This	is	important	to	consider	because	
the	types	of	policy	issues	ENGOs	focus	on,	provide	us	with	a	glimpse	of	the	issues	they	sought	to	
have	on	the	upcoming	policy	agenda.	
	
To	 bring	 light	 to	 issues	 covered,	 while	 ensuring	 consistency	 and	 proper	 replicability	 to	 my	
findings,	I	centred	in	on	groups	that	performed	yet	another	specific	electoral	activity.	That	being,	
groups	 who	 focused	 on	 policy	 issues	 in	 the	 form	 of	 publishing	 clear	 ‘policy	 asks’	 or	
recommendations	during	 the	election	period	 for	 the	 soon-to-be	government	and	 subsequent	
policy	agenda.	The	 intention	here	was	quite	straightforward:	 if	an	ENGO	suggested	particular	
policy	requests	by	the	government,	it	is	discernible	that	these	were	the	main	policy	issues	a	group	
was	focusing	on.		
	
With	that	said,	these	documents	were	found	in	the	form	of	an	article,	blog	or	PDF	found	on	the	
interest	 groups’	 website	 and	 were	 listed	 in	 point-form	 and	 then	 expanded	 on.	 With	 the	
environmental	groups	I	selected,	policy	priorities	documents	did	not	exceed	10	pages.	Moreover,	
groups	titled	these	documents	in	various	ways,	from	explicit	titles	underlining	the	election	such	
as	 “Federal	 Election	 2015—Vote	 for	 Nature!”	 or	 “Federal	 Election	 2015:	 A	 vision	 for	 nature	
conservation”	and	“Our	Environment,	Our	Vote”—with	secondary	titles	such	as	‘Here’s	what	we	
want	 to	 see;’	 to	more	 implicit	 titles	 during	 the	 electoral	 time	 period	 such	 as	 “Proposals	 for	
National	Action”	or	“What	to	look	for	in	the	Canadian	Energy	Strategy.”	Overall,	these	documents	
outlined	a	need	for	political	action	following	outlined	suggestions	to	meet	groups’	requests.			
	
Between	the	31	groups	analyzed,	9	groups	were	found	to	hold	policy	asks.	And	between	these	
groups,	there	was	a	total	of	67	asks.	Below	is	a	list	of	the	groups	that	held	policy	asks	for	the	2015	
election	period	along	with	how	many	asks	they	proposed:			
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Groups	with	Policy	Asks	(and	corresponding	number	of	asks):	
1. Ecology	Action	Centre	(29)	
2. Environmental	Defence	Canada	(10)	
3. Canadian	Parks	and	Wilderness	Society	(6)	
4. Pembina	Institute	(4)	
5. David	Suzuki	Foundation	(4)	
6. Greenpeace	Canada	(4)		
7. Ducks	Unlimited	Canada	(3)	
8. Green	Communities	Canada	(3)	
9. Nature	Conservancy	of	Canada	(3)	
	
The	 list	 above	 reveals	 that	 the	 number	 of	 policy	 asks	was	 quite	 consistent,	with	 an	 average	
around	4-5	asks	per	groups;	minus	Ecology	Action	Centre	representing	a	strong	outlier	with	29	
asks.		
	
To	uncover	the	policy	issues	within	ENGOs’	policy	asks,	I	will	first	provide	the	main	characteristics	
of	 the	asks,	and	 then	an	overview	of	 the	categories	of	policy	 issues	asks’	 consisted	of.	When	
deciphering	 the	main	 characteristics	 of	 policy	 asks,	 five	 core	measures	were	 considered	 and	
analyzed	in	order	to	interpret	groups’	demands.	This	would	enable	proper	comparison	between	
groups	and	provide	insight	into	what	policy	issues	deserved	attention	during	the	2015	election.	
These	measures	included	policy	asks’:	1)	intention:	whether	or	not	the	ask	required	preservation	
or	change	to	the	current	policy	in	place;	2)	action	required:	the	extent	or	effort	needed	from	the	
government	 on	 a	 specific	 policy	 topic;	 3)	 breadth:	 the	magnitude,	 scale	 and	 the	 number	 of	
political	 sectors	 the	 ask	 would	 affect	 and/or	 impact;	 4)	 scope:	 whether	 the	 ask	 required	
policymakers	to	increase	or	reduce	spending	on	programs;	and	5)	partisan:	whether	or	not	the	
ask	 would	 be	 something	 that	 political	 parties	 would	 agree	 or	 disagree	 over.	 Hence,	 when	
assessing	policy	asks,	I	created	a	list	of	all	the	asks	with	its	corresponding	ENGO.	Subsequently,	I	
qualitatively	coded	each	ask	under	these	five	measures	and	their	corresponding	options.	It	should	
be	noted	that	these	measures	were	designed	to	ensure	the	options	were	fixed.	Or	in	other	words,	
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when	utilizing	these	measures	on	policy	asks,	only	one	criterion	was	selected	per	measure	to	
ensure	no	‘in-between’	or	ambiguous	choices.		To	understand	the	assessment	of	each	measure,	
a	brief	overview	of	how	I	evaluated	policy	asks	under	each	measure	will	be	stated	along	with	the	
corresponding	results.		
	
1) Intention:	
All	67	policy	asks	proposed	to	change	the	current	standing	policy,	with	none	seeking	to	maintain	
the	existing	policy.	To	determine	this,	I	assessed	whether	a	policy	was	requesting	an	altercation	
to	the	existing	policy,	or	if	the	ask	was	seeking	the	status	quo	(i.e.	for	a	program	or	policy	effort	
to	 continue).	 For	 instance,	 policy	 asks	 proposing	 change	 included:	 Pembina	 Institute’s	 ask—
create	a	meaningful	minimum	carbon	price	for	all	provinces	and	territories,	and	their	respective	
economy	sectors,	or	Green	Communities’	ask—	Implement	integrated	climate	action	plan	(across	
all	 sectors)	 that	 includes	mitigation/adaptation	and	federal	government	 leadership	on	climate	
change.	Moreover,	it	is	not	entirely	extraordinary	that	all	asks	sought	change,	as	it	is	in	line	with	
the	strong	 theme	to	change	 the	sitting	government	 (as	mentioned	above).	This	also	provides	
possible	insight	as	to	why	nearly	all	groups	were	seen	to	be	active	during	the	election,	as	they	
could	 strong	 assume	 surrounding	 ENGOs	 would	 be	 advocating	 for	 similar	 or	 complimenting	
intentions.		
	
2) Action	Required:	
Next,	I	sought	to	measure	the	action	required	from	the	government	to	pursue	an	ask.	To	evaluate	
this	measure,	determining	what	the	policy	ask	required	the	government	to	do	was	necessary.	
This	was	coded	into	5	categories.	This	included	whether	the	policy	ask	requested	to:	1)	implement	
policy:	 seeking	 for	a	new	policy	 to	be	 implemented;	2)	 reinstate	policy:	 seeking	 for	a	 current	
policy	to	be	reinstated	or	returned,	stopped,	 improved	or	strengthened/enhanced	an	existing	
policy;	3)	review:	seeking	to	be	reconsidered	or	restore	a	particular	program	or	project	under	a	
policy	to	improve	its	environmental	effectiveness;	4)	regulate:	requesting	that	an	issue	is	better	
supported,	monitored	and/or	controlled.	This	also	includes	issues	surrounding	conservation	and	
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maintaining	certain	environmental	conditions;	or	5)	legislate:	seeking	to	legislate	something	or	
request	a	particular	endeavour	to	be	enacted	by	law.		
	
In	 this	 case,	 the	majority	 of	 policy	 asks	were	 seeking	 for	 the	 government	 to	 implement	 new	
policies	(23	asks)	that	would	reflect	more	environmental	or	sustainable-friendly	practices.	This	
included	new	policies	within	environmental,	infrastructure,	energy	or	economy	policy	domains.	
For	instance,	Ecology	Action	Centre’s	ask—implement	sustainable	transport	policies.	Other	highly	
ranked	options	also	included	reinstating	current	policies	(17	asks)	as	well	as	implementing	new	
regulations	on	current-policy	related	endeavours	(17	asks).	An	example	of	reinstating	a	policy	
was	seen	in	one	of	CPAWS’	asks—return	to	longstanding	policy	that	no	new	lands	will	be	released	
for	commercial	development	in	our	national	parks;	while	an	example	of	regulating	can	be	seen	
once	again	in	an	ask	from	Ecology	Action	Centre:	regulate	infrastructure	built.	Knowing	that	the	
intention	of	all	asks	was	to	change	the	existing	policy	(measure	1),	it	is	logical	why	there	was	only	
3	policy	asks	seeking	to	review	or	restore	past	environmental	programs.	As	Canada	has	yet	to	
hold	strong	environmental	policies	alongside	climate	change	worsening	over	time,	restoring	old	
policies	would	not	seek	ENGOs	policy	requests.		Lastly,	there	was	a	fairly	low	number	of	policy	
asks	(7	asks)	requesting	to	legislate	environmental	issues.		
	
Figure	4:	Measure	2	of	Policy	Asks—Action	Required	for	Policy	Ask	
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3) Breadth:		
Policy	asks	also	showed	a	number	of	intriguing	results	in	terms	of	their	breadth.	This	measure	
was	divided	into	three	sub-parts	to	carefully	illustrate	the	variety	of	what	policy	asks	sought	to	
impact.	 The	 first	measure	 involved	 the	 number	 of	 sector(s)	 a	 policy	 ask	 would	 affect.	More	
specifically,	 measuring	 if	 a	 policy	 ask	 would	 affect	 one	 or	 many	 policy	 sectors.	 This	 was	
determined	whether	or	not	 the	ask	mobilized	action	that	could	be	easily	 implemented	 into	a	
number	 of	 policy	 domains.	 For	 example,	 while	 one	 of	 Greenpeace’s	 policy	 ask	 stating	 100%	
renewable	energy	economy	would	 imply	one	sector—that	being	the	economy;	Ecology	Action	
Centre’s	policy	ask	requesting	to	track	all	conservation	efforts	nationwide	could	be	implied	across	
multiple	policy	sectors	to	take	initiative	in	various	ways.	As	a	result,	there	was	virtually	an	equal	
outcome,	 with	 35	 asks	 affecting	 a	 single	 sector	 and	 32	 asks	 impacting	 multiple	 sectors	
simultaneously.		
	
A	second	measure	quantified	the	magnitude	of	the	policy	asks,	or	whether	it	was	a	specific	or	
broad	policy	ask.	This	was	assessed	by	whether	the	ask	could	be	applied	to	more	than	one	policy	
endeavour,	or	if	it	was	specific	to	a	particular	undertaking	or	ongoing	program.	For	example,	a	
specific	policy	ask	included	Ducks	Unlimited	Canada’s:	‘Efforts	to	modernize	Migratory	Bird	Act’	
while	a	general	ask	 involved	requests	such	as	Environmental	Defence	Canada’s	 ‘phase	 in	new	
renewable	 energy	 solutions.’	 So,	 while	 the	 specific	 ask	 included	 a	 particular	 animal,	 and	 the	
required	action	for	that	species,	the	general	ask	does	not	state	which	renewable	energy	sources	
or	a	solution	for	that	matter.	All	in	all,	it	was	found	that	the	majority	of	policy	asks	(60%)	were	
general	as	opposed	to	specifically	targeting	an	environment-related	endeavour	(40%).		
	
This	was	reinforced	when	interviewing	an	ENGO,	that	noted	that	they	did	not	limit	themselves	to	
bring	up	discrete	policy	issues.	Rather,	they	approached	the	election	with	a	framework	around	
three	tracks	of	reform	and	then	found	different	 levels	of	success	depending	on	where	parties	
stood	on	issues	or	where	each	of	the	parties’	staffers	were	speaking	to.	These	tracks	of	reform	
included:	1)	Change	the	amount	of	power	the	federal	government	wields	to	regulate	national	
emissions:	here,	a	number	of	recommendations	were	centred	around	having	the	provinces	work	
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in	conjunction	with	one	another	to	ensure	consistent	regulations	–	specifically	underlining	the	
need	for	a	mutual	carbon	price.	2)	The	role	of	Canada	and	the	world:	recognizing	that	Canada	
would	potentially	be	coming	out	of	a	decade	of	not	ratifying	environmental-related	treaties	and	
withdrawing	 from	 various	 UN	 conventions.	 In	 other	 words,	 changing	 the	 action	 related	 to	
Canada’s	 international	 role.	 This	 was	 manifested	 through	 things	 such	 as	 climate	 targets.	 3)	
Ensuring	safe	energy	development	for	communities	and	that	regulators	are	responsible	for	acting	
in	the	public	 interest.	Here,	providing	solutions	that	can	bridge	across	 interests	was	the	main	
objective.	Ultimately,	 this	 ‘generalized’	 approach	was	exercised	due	 to	a	 shortage	of	 federal-
team	staff	in	2015	to	research	policy	issues	and	the	overall	‘flux’	in	constrained	ENGOs	voices	on	
Parliament	 hill.	 Hence,	 by	 submitting	more	 general	 asks,	 groups	 sought	 to	 create	 ‘space’	 for	
parties	to	talk	about	issues	and	provide	solutions	that	could	bridge	across	interests	of	political	
actors	and	parties	(Group	1).		
	
Conversely,	another	interviewed	group	noted	that	they	held	more	specific	asks	as	they	knew	they	
did	not	have	the	funds	and	capacity	to	reach	all	Canadians	and	thus	they	tended	to	target	the	
region	that	was	closest	to	their	headquarters	(Group	4).	This	finding	underlines	how	groups	may	
undergo	a	particular	strategy	in	order	to	make	the	most	out	of	the	resources	they	have—to	push	
their	organization	mandate	and	ensure	survival	(Lowery	2007:	53).		
	
A	last	criterion	measured	the	scale	of	each	policy	ask,	or	whether	it	was	addressed	Canada	on	a	
national	or	international	level.	This	was	determined	if	an	ask	explicitly	addressed	environmental	
issues	that	were	unique	to	Canada,	or	Canada’s	international	role	in	achieving	climate	targets.	It	
was	 found	 that	 95.5%	 or	 64	 out	 of	 the	 67	 policy	 asks	 addressed	 the	 national	 level.	 This	 is	
fascinating	 knowing	 that	 during	 this	 time,	 the	 upcoming	 international	 climate	 conference	
(UNFCCC’s	 COP21)	 was	 nearly	 a	 month	 after	 the	 election	 and	 required	 countries	 to	 make	
international	commitments.	Furthermore,	it	also	shows	how	focused	groups	were	on	ensuring	
that	environment	was	harnessed	as	a	unique,	national	issue	during	the	election.		
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Overall,	these	breadth	measurements	indicated	an	important	observation	that	not	all	policy	asks	
were	comparable	in	size	or	extent.	For	example,	through	the	aforementioned	illustrations,	some	
policy	asks	prepared	for	immediate	implementation,	while	other	asks	were	more	grand	in-scale	
and	would	require	time	as	change	were	needed	across	multiple	policy	domains.		
	
Figure	5:	Measure	3	of	Policy	Asks:	Breadth	Measures		
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
4) Scope:	
The	fourth	measure	was	understanding	the	scope	of	each	ask.	In	other	words,	whether	it	involved	
expanding	or	reducing	programs	(by	means	of	spending).	This	was	calculated	by	assessing	if	an	
ask	either	 required	a	policy	 to	 transition	or	 shift	 (implying	a	need	 for	 spending);	or,	 if	 it	was	
requesting	a	reduction	or	halt	to	an	action	(implying	a	decrease	in	spending).	With	this	said,	it	
was	found	that	the	vast	majority	of	policy	asks	sought	to	increase	spending	and	expand	current	
programs.	Conversely,	about	16%	of	asks	 sought	 to	decrease	spending	and	 reduce	programs.	
However,	this	typically	involved	minimizing	programs	that	involved	spending	on	energy	programs	
that	lessened	the	chances	of	meeting	climate	targets	and	otherwise	harming	the	environment.	
For	example,	one	of	Greenpeace’s	asks	included,	‘stopping	arctic	exploration’	and	‘stopping	tar	
sand	expansion.’		
Figure	6:	Measure	4	of	Policy	Asks:	Scope	of	Asks	
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5) Partisan:	
Lastly,	measuring	whether	policy	asks	were	partisan	or	not	was	employed.	This	was	determined	
after	examining	each	political	parties’	election	manifestos	to	see	the	degree	to	which	policy	asks	
were	mentioned	by	each	party.	If	an	ask	was	indicated	in	all	parties’	manifesto,	it	was	considered	
unpartisan	as	all	parties	agreed	that	it	is	something	to	take	action	on	if	voted	into	government.	
However,	if	even	one	party	had	not	mentioned	an	ask	within	their	manifesto,	it	was	considered	
partisan	as	it	could	be	an	issue	parties	could	find	disagreement	over.	That	said,	when	assessing	
the	degree	of	political	contention,	it	was	found	that	nearly	91%	of	policy	asks	were	partisan	and	
something	 parties	 could	 disagree	 over.	 The	 other	 9%	 were	 deemed	 unpartisan.	 This	 strong	
variance	was	mainly	due	to	the	Conservative	Party’s	weak	environmental	policy-commitments	
within	their	2015	manifesto.	It	could	be	speculated	that	the	asks	disagreed	on,	were	issues	that	
would	create	burdens	for	particular	policy	domains	within	political	parties’	platforms.	Taking	the	
Conservative	party	as	an	exemplar,	most	issues	where	it	remained	the	outlier	to	the	other	three	
parties	 revolved	around	strengthen	environmental	 laws	and	transitions	of	 the	economy	away	
from	oil-energy	sectors.		
	
Figure	7:	Measure	5	of	Policy	Asks:	Partisan	
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there	was	a	strong	focus	for	policies	to	be	administered	directly	at	the	national	level	as	opposed	
to	Canada’s	 international	 role.	 It	 could	be	 argued	 that	 fulfilling	better	national	 policies	 could	
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create	a	‘two	birds-one	stone’	approach	as	aiming	for	better	national	targets	would	create	more	
impact	and	act	as	a	ripple	effect	for	meeting	international	climate	targets,	giving	Canada	possible	
leverage	in	upcoming	international	climate	negotiations	(i.e.	UNFCCC	COP21).	
	
4.3.1	Policy	Requests	via	ENGO	Coalitions	
The	 compatibility	 of	 how	 issues	 were	 approached	 by	 ENGOs	 also	 points	 to	 an	 underlying	
observation	existing	amongst	groups.		In	addition	to	policy	asks	made	individually	by	ENGOs	(a	
standard	criterion	 for	 this	 study),	 three	cases	of	 collaborated	policy	asks	were	put	 forth	by	a	
number	of	groups	vis-à-vis	coalitions.		
	
For	example,	the	‘Green	Budget	Coalition’	which	included	ten	of	the	groups	from	my	list	(CPAWS,	
David	Suzuki	Foundation,	Ducks	Unlimited	Canada,	Ecojustice,	Ecology	Action	Centre,	Friends	of	
the	 Earth,	 Greenpeace,	 Nature	 Canada,	 Nature	 Conservancy	 Canada,	 and	 WWF)	 aimed	 to,	
“present	an	analysis	of	the	most	pressing	issues	regarding	environmental	sustainability	in	Canada	
and	to	make	a	consolidated	annual	set	of	recommendations	to	the	federal	government	regarding	
strategic	fiscal	and	budgetary	opportunities.” In	the	2015	budget,	there	were	recommendations	
from	policy	 issues	 such	as	 ‘energy	and	 climate;’	 ‘nature	 conservation;’	 ‘healthy	 communities’	
(relating	to	air,	water	and	food	quality);	and	‘cross-cutting	recommendations’	(or,	issues	relating	
to	infrastructure,	economy	and	natural	resource	pricing).	As	we	can	see,	many	of	these	issues	
were	 salient	 throughout	 the	 campaign	as	noted	 from	 the	media	 timeline	on	page	55.	 In	one	
interview,	an	ENGO’s	federal	electoral	work	was	largely	mobilized	through	coalitions,		
	
	“At	the	federal	level,	we	did	that	more	so	through	coalitions	[…]	who	I	think	did	a	survey	of	the	parties	and	published	
it.	…so	to	some	extent	it	is	capacity…the	coalitions	we	were	part	of	were	powerful—…	for	example	MPA	commitments	
made	it	into	[a]	mandate	letter	and	national	carbon	price	became	a	priority.	So,	I	mean	I	think	it’s	a	circular	thing—
we	are	reflecting	what	other	groups	across	the	country	are	saying	and	we	put	it	back	out	again—and	parties	agree”	
(Group	4).	
	
Evidently,	coalitions	enabled	groups	without	the	same	capacities	to	push	identical	national	policy	
issues	forward.	In	addition,	this	‘strength	in	numbers’	fosters	a	reinforcement	and	legitimacy	of	
issues	groups	are	backing.	This	is	in	line	with	Baumgartner	and	Leech	(2001)	propositions	that	
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citizen	groups	and	NGOs	face	many	barriers	to	having	their	voices	heard,	and	find	strength	in	
coalitions	or	 joint	 lobbying	endeavours	 (Baumgartner	and	Leech,	2001:	1207).	Moreover,	 this	
confirms	Levesque	(2017)	findings	underlining	how	the	use	of	coalitions	allows	groups	to	get	the	
most	out	of	groups’	meager	resources	whilst	increasing	their	impact	(Levesque,	2017:	291).	
	
4.3.2	Policy	Asks	Categorization		
The	next	 step	was	understanding	 the	actual	policy	 issue-categories	groups	prioritized	 in	 their	
asks.	As	mentioned	in	the	methods	section,	the	policy	asks	were	coded	using	the	Soroka	(2009)’s	
Canadian	Policy	Agenda	Codebook	 (Soroka,	2009).	Altogether,	 the	67	policy	asks	were	coded	
between	 18	 different	 categories	 from	 the	 codebook.	 From	 these	 18	 categories,	 5	 prominent	
policy	 areas	 represent	 the	majority	 of	 the	 asks.	 These	 included:	 general	 topics	 for	 both	 the	
environment	and	energy;	national	parks/memorials/historical	sites	and	recreation;	public	works	
or	infrastructure	development;	and	natural	gas	and	oil.	The	least	represented	categories	included	
agricultural	 and	 forestry;	 food	 stamps,	 assistance	 and	 nutrition	 monitoring	 programs;	 and	
domestic	disaster	relief.	Figure	8	provides	an	outline	of	all	the	policy	asks	within	their	respected	
categories.		
	
Figure	8:	Policy	Asks	According	to	Soroka	(2009)	Codebook	Categories		
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
*Asks	that	were	coded	under	Environment	General	or	Energy	General	were	asks	that	directly	related	to	the	topics	in	
the	codebook	under	those	headings	or	were	topics	that	did	not	fit	any	of	the	criterion.		
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When	evaluating	figure	8,	a	number	of	interpretations	can	be	highlighted.	Firstly,	issues	regarding	
environmental	action	and	climate	leadership	were	represented	under	the	general	environmental	
and	energy	categories.	For	example,	Ecology	Action	Centre	posed	an	ask	requesting	to	‘Improve	
national	 leadership	 on	 GHG	 Emissions	 with	 llegislated	 and	 measurable	 caps	 on	 absolute	
emissions.’	As	these	issues	were	prominent	in	the	media	(as	seen	in	the	general	media	timeline	
on	page	55),	it	is	interesting	to	see	the	correlation	in	the	amount	of	ENGOs’	policy	asks	pertaining	
to	these	topics.		
	
Secondly,	it	is	by	no	surprise	that	energy	topics	rank	the	highest	category	amongst	all	67	policy	
asks.	As	mentioned	in	foregoing	discussions,	Canada’s	dominance	in	the	oil	and	energy	sectors,	
led	many	ENGOs	to	request	to	curb	oil-sector	growth	that	the	current	Conservative	government	
was	planning	on	expanding.		Under	the	circumstances	of	this	study,	it	should	be	noted	that	the	
natural/oil	gas	sector	also	involves	oil	explorations,	regulations	and	developments.	However,	in	
this	case,	this	pertained	to	curbing	or	prohibiting	such	endeavours.	For	example,	one	policy	ask	
claimed:	 ‘Implement	 suspension	 on	 offshore	 oil/gas	 exploration	 and	 development	 in	 the	 St.	
Lawrence	Gulf.’	This	dominant	theme	in	energy	and	oil	sectors	also	gives	way	to	a	high	number	
of	policy	asks	pertaining	to	‘public	works’	or	infrastructure	(i.e.	public	transit	improvements)	to	
diminish	 emissions	 from	 cars	 and	 other	 modes	 of	 transportation.	 This	 provided	 a	 strong	
correlation	 with	 the	 ‘issue	 linkages’	 in	 the	 media	 pertaining	 to	 economic	 opportunities	 and	
overall	debate.	In	other	words,	ENGOs	also	sought	to	link	environmental	topics	to	the	economic	
debates	going	on	during	the	election	(i.e.	public	transit	projects	and	promotion	of	green	jobs).	It	
can	be	 speculated	whether	or	 not	 this	was	 intentional	 to	 ensure	 that	 ENGOs	 reached	 voters	
whose	 primary	 concern	 was	 the	 economy	 and	 also	 provides	 a	 reactive	 stance	 to	 the	 (post)	
current	sitting	government.		
		
Thirdly	and	perhaps	a	less	explicitly,	is	the	number	of	issues	pertaining	to	conservation.	Recalling	
Johnson	 (2006),	 who	 claims	 how	 social	 movements	 represent	 issues	 and	 that	 traditional	
environmental	 issues	 such	 as	 conservation	 still	 prevail	 amongst	 both	 large	 and	 small	 scale	
environmental	 groups;	 can	 be	 found	 evident	 when	 assessing	 conversation	 categories	 in	 my	
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research.	For	example,	many	policy	asks	requested	forms	of	conservation,	however	the	Soroka	
(2009)	codebook	broke	these	down	in	to	a	number	of	conservation-related	categories	(i.e.	land,	
water,	energy	conservation	etc.).	This	perhaps,	softened	the	strong	presence	of	these	types	of	
asks.	Nevertheless,	when	combining	all	the	conservation	topic-codes,	it	would	total	to	about	17%	
of	all	policy	asks	(11	asks).		
	
4.3.3	Media	and	Political	Party	Attention	of	Policy	Asks			
Alongside	the	policy	issues	ENGOs	focused	on,	it	is	also	valuable	to	identify	how	much	external	
attention	these	issues	received.	In	an	election	time,	the	two	most	important	realms	are	1)	the	
media	and	2)	political	party	manifestos/platforms.	Whereas	the	media	is	the	core	medium	for	
citizens	and	other	political	actors	to	be	exposed	to	electoral	and	political	issues;	political	party	
manifestos	provide	insight	as	to	whether	or	not	the	policy	issues	discussed	by	interest	groups	are	
aligned	with	 policy	 issues	 political	 parties	 are	 considering	 for	 the	 upcoming	 government	 and	
prospective	policy	agendas.		
	
4.3.3.1	Media	Attention		
For	media	attention,	the	following	data	was	collected	from	the	main	national	news	sources	as	
mentioned	in	the	methodology.	These	are	widely	viewed	media	outlets	during	election	times	and	
thus	 the	media	 attention	 of	 each	 ENGO	 can	 be	 assumed	 to	 reach	 a	 vast	 percentage	 of	 the	
Canadian	population	(Lawlor	2017:	72).	Figure	9	below	provides	a	breakdown	of	how	much	and	
which	groups	and	their	corresponding	asks	received	media	coverage.	This	was	measured	through	
two	steps.	Firstly,	each	policy	ask	was	scanned	within	the	five	media	outlets.	Mentions	of	policy	
asks	were	only	tallied	for	a	group	if	the	ENGO	who	stated	it	was	mentioned	in	the	same	article.	
Secondly,	the	number	tallied	for	each	ask	was	then	added	together	to	create	a	total	number	of	
media	mentions	of	an	ENGO’s	asks.	Altogether	there	were	21	policy	asks	that	received	at	least	
one	 mention	 in	 the	 media,	 and	 the	 total	 number	 of	 mentions	 for	 each	 group	 is	 displayed	
accordingly.		
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Figure	9:	Total	Media	Attention	of	ENGOs	and	their	Policy	Asks		
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
*David	 Suzuki	 Foundation	and	Green	Communities	 Canada	did	not	 receive	media	 recognition	on	 their	 policy	 ask	
topics.	
	
As	a	result,	the	findings	are	quite	striking	but	should	not	be	taken	at	face	value.	For	instance,	
Greenpeace’s	dominance	in	the	media	with	a	total	of	37	mentions	amongst	its	4	asks	or	Pembina	
Institute’s	26	mentions	also	amongst	its	4	asks,	versus	Ecology	Action	Centre’s	3	media	mentions	
amongst	its	29	asks.	At	first	glance	this	reiterates	that	larger,	more	resourced	groups	dominate	
and	receive	more	coverage	than	smaller	groups	despite	the	number	of	asks	put	forward	(Andrews	
and	Caren,	2010:	857).	This	can	be	reinforced	by	the	fact	that	only	31.3%	or	21	out	of	the	67	
policy	asks	received	media	recognition.		
	
For	groups	that	did	receive	high	media	attention	(i.e.	Greenpeace	and	Pembina	Institute),	they	
accounted	for	nearly	70%	of	coverage	and	all	of	their	asks	received	at	least	3-5	mentions.	More	
interestingly	however,	is	that	all	mentions	from	Greenpeace	and	Pembina	were	deemed	‘general’	
asks	and	only	one	ask	from	Pembina	was	deemed	unpartisan.	When	assessing	the	other	ENGOs,	
it	was	also	found	that	general	asks	received	more	coverage,	with	roughly	76.2%	(or	16/21)	of	asks	
found	to	be	general-policy	asks	and	the	rest	partisan.		
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Furthermore,	it	should	be	no	surprise	that	policy	asks	receiving	the	most	media	attention	related	
to	ongoing,	and	rather	salient	election	topics	such	as	the	relations	between	environmental	issues	
and	 the	economy,	 and	 the	upcoming	UNFCCC	 international	 negotiations	 (Andrew	and	Caren,	
2010:	857).	For	example,	policy	asks	that	received	the	most	recognition	dealt	with	these	debates	
including	Greenpeace’s	 ‘stop	 tar	 expansions’	with	 14	mentions,	 and	 ‘100%	 renewable	 energy	
economy’	with	9	asks	as	well	as	Pembina’s	ask	with	17	mentions	pertaining	to	setting	emission	
targets	 regarding	 UN	 international	 commitments.	 As	 characterized	 by	 one	 policy	 analyst	
interviewed	(and	reinforced	by	others),	utilizing	the	media	is	a	strategy	in	seeking	to	shape	the	
public’s	perspective	with	an	organization’s	policy	outlooks,		
	
	“…during	an	election	campaign,	 the	media	 is	everything.	Because	everyone	 is	paying	very	close	attention	 to	 the	
people	who	have	the	ability	to	move	policy	and	will	do	so	for	a	couple	of	reasons.	They	will	do	so	because	they	have	
a	strategic	advantage	over	their	opponent,	or	they	will	do	so	because	they	see	it	a	potential	electoral	benefit.	So	what	
we	can	do	is	try	to	shore	up	any	argument	in	our	own	favour	and	the	media	is	a	big	part	of	that.	The	media	is	a	big	
part	of	our	strategy	all	 the	 time,	but	especially	on	the	election	trail	because	we	have	relatively	 few	 levers	at	our	
disposal”	(Group	1).		
	
This	characterization	not	only	reinforces	how	the	media	plays	an	important	role	in	strengthening	
their	 presence	 as	 an	organization	 in	 public	 domains	but	 also	 acts	 as	 an	medium	or	outlet	 to	
stimulate	dialogue	with	voters	on	issues	political	parties	are	also	‘feeding’	to	the	public.	Hence,	
the	importance	of	media	during	elections	is	crucial	for	political	parties	but	also	for	interest	groups	
like	ENGOs	seeking	to	effect	upcoming	policy	(Lawlor,	2017:	82).	Lastly,	this	finding	shows	that	
issue	salience	played	an	exogenous	role	for	interest	groups	as	they	were	able	to	gather	attention	
that	already	received	a	high	level	of	salience	amongst	policymakers	and	the	general	public,	and	
use	this	to	advance	their	voice	on	these	topics	(Dür,	2008:	1218).		
	
4.3.3.2	Political	Party	Platform	Attention		
To	decipher	the	amount	of	attention	ENGO	policy	asks	received	within	political	parties’	election	
platforms,	 I	 qualitatively	 assessed	 each	 of	 the	 parties’	 platforms	 (see	 for	 parties	 chosen,	 see	
methodology)	to	see	if	parties’	policies	aligned	or	specifically	mentioned	a	groups’	policy	request.	
Altogether	this	uncovered	some	mixed	results.	Figure	10	provides	a	visual	presentation	of	this	
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breakdown—	with	9%	of	policy	asks	shared	between	all	 four	parties;	20.9%	by	3;	22.4%	by	2;	
28.3%	by	one;	and	19.4%	with	zero	political	party	recognition.		
	
Figure	10:	Distribution	of	the	#	of	Parties	Recognition	per	Policy	Ask	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
Policy	asks	recognized	by	all	four	parties	were	all	general	asks.	And	most	(12/14)	asks	recognized	
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Ecology	 Action	 Centre’s	 ask	 ‘Stop	 Canadian	 mortgage	 rules	 from	 forcing	 people	 into	 car-
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in	this	sector,	and	that	there	was	no	easy	way	for	parties	to	include	a	policy	solution	to	these	
issues	in	election	platforms,			
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“Especially,	there	are	some	issues	are	not	at	the	top	of	[political	parties’]	list	like	GM	salmon,	which	although	I	think	
we	are	making	some	progress-	it’s	complicated	and	controversial	and	difficult	to	understand.	So	most	parties	are	not	
calling	us	up	asking	about	how	to	regulate	GM	salmon	because	it’s	not	easy”	(Group	4).	
	
This	excerpt	underlines	an	 important	finding—that	being,	that	ENGOs	who	are	aware	of	their	
specific	asks	understand	that	political	parties	have	to	balance	many	policies/issues,	and	to	put	
specific,	 complex	 issues	 in	 their	platform	would	be	cause	more	controversial	attention	to	 the	
ongoing	 issue.	 Into	 that	 same	 bargain,	 another	 ENGO	 noted	 that	 their	 asks	 were	 just	 a	
continuation	of	their	long-term	requests	from	the	government.	Thus,	the	intention	was	not	to	
ensure	 that	 all	 asks	were	making	 it	 into	 parties’	 platforms,	 but	 to	 also	 use	 election	 times	 to	
surface	the	organization’s	core	environmental	messages	into	public	domains,		
	
	“In	 terms	of	our	policy	asks,	basically	what	we	were	doing	was	 continuing	our	 long-term	campaign	asks.	 So	 for	
instance,	no	arctic	drilling,	is	something	[our	organization]	is	working	on	globally	and	we	will	keep	saying	it	cause	to	
be	quite	honest,	no	one	is	really	proposing	real	oil	in	the	Canadian	arctic,	it	was	never	an	election	issue	but	we	were	
just	reiterating	it	as	an	inoculation”	(Group	3).	
	
The	purpose	of	 this	was	 to	 ensure	 that	 issues	 that	 citizens	were	not	 engaging	with	 could	be	
introduced	into	public	domains	during	a	time	where	the	organization	knew	that	citizens	were	
more	engaged	than	other	times	(Young	and	Everitt,	2004:	105).	This	was	subsequently	noted	as	
a	way	to	‘get	people	thinking;’	especially	because	issues	on	the	policy	agenda	cannot	just	spring	
up	sporadically.	Rather,	 it	takes	time	for	issues	to	be	ruminated,	internalized	and	accepted	by	
both	political	parties	and	the	public	with	hopes	to	later	be	considered	for	future	agendas.		
	
4.4	SQ#3:	What	are	the	trade-offs	that	groups	make	regarding	their	election	activities	
and	policy	priorities?		
My	last	question	explored	the	types	of	trade-offs	ENGOs	encountered	when	engaging	in	electoral	
activities.	 Since	 trade-offs	 and	 strategies	 surrounding	 activities	 are	 not	 a	 pronounced	
phenomenon	that	can	be	pin-pointed	through	ENGOs	websites	or	through	document	analyses;	
insights	from	interviews	on	background-proceedings	during	the	election	were	most	valuable	to	
answer	 this	 sub-question.	Hence,	 four	 semi-structured	 interviews	were	 carried	out	 to	extract	
data	on	various	ENGOs.	These	interviews	were	primarily	selected	from	groups	who	held	policy	
asks.	This	was	to	ensure	I	was	selecting	groups	who	had	explicitly	proven	to	show	substantial	
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activity	within	the	election	period.	Furthermore,	 I	based	my	selection	on	groups	whose	policy	
asks	held	different	degrees	of	recognition	from	the	media	and	political	party	platforms.	This	was	
established	vis-à-vis	the	quadrant	in	table	6	and	found	on	page	51	in	my	methodology.	This	would	
allow	 for	 more	 realistic	 and	 well-rounded	 data	 from	 the	 interviews,	 as	 well	 as	 a	 better	
understanding	 of	 how	 different	 degrees	 of	 media	 or	 platform	 attention	 relate	 to	 ENGOs	
strategies,	and	possible	strategic	trade-offs.	
	
Table	6:	Review	of	the	Interview	Group	Criterion		
	
All	four	intended	interviews	requests	were	agreed	on	and	completed.	Hence,	the	response	rate	
was	100%	and	the	fulfilled	criterion	represented	in	the	quadrant	above.	Although	there	was	a	
small	number	of	interviews	completed	for	this	research,	the	findings	should	be	only	considered	
preliminary	to	all	environmental	organizations	collectively	and	to	other	types	of	environmental	
groups	disregarded	for	my	research	purposes.	However,	interviews	provided	me	with	a	snapshot	
of	the	2015	election	and	all	groups	interviewed	were	well-established	in	the	not-for-profit	sector.	
Interviews	 lasted	 around	 25	 minutes	 on	 average.	 Interviewees	 included	 executive	 or	 policy	
directors/analysts	and	were	asked	a	series	of	questions	outlining	ENGOs	goals,	 their	activities	
noted	from	SQ	#1,	strategies/trade-offs	as	well	as	their	perspective	on	the	significance	of	media	
coverage	and	interactions	with	political	parties.		
	
Based	on	these	four	interviews,	a	number	of	important	and	all-inclusive	findings	were	discovered.		
Recalling	Binderkrantz	(2015),	noting	that	interest	group	participation	elections	are	a	calculated	
decision,	a	similar	argument	was	also	stated	by	ENGOs	interviewed	(Binderkrantz,	2015:	121).	As	
one	ENGO	explained,	“[It’s	a]	higher	risk	but	potentially	higher	reward	in	educating	Canadians	
and	influencing	policy	choices”	(Group	4).		
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Nevertheless,	when	 directly	 asking	 ENGOs	 interviewed	whether	 they	 exercised	 trade-offs,	 all	
groups	 stated	 that	 they	did	not	hold	 trade-offs	within	 their	organization’s	electoral	activities.	
However,	 through	 each	 interview,	 it	 was	 clear	 that	 trade-offs	 had	 in	 fact	 transpired.	 To	
understand	 this	 to	 its	entirety,	 I	will	present	 these	 findings	 in	 three	parts.	 Firstly,	 this	 can	be	
interpreted	by	understanding	one	end	of	the	quadrant,	or	the	varying	degrees	of	political	party	
interaction	 ENGOs	 experienced.	 Subsequently,	 I	 will	 provide	 a	 similar	 interpretation	 for	 the	
degrees	of	how	media	was	used	amongst	groups.	Following	this,	I	will	provide	some	of	my	overall	
findings	 from	 the	 interviews	when	 assessing	 ENGOs	 and	 all	 the	 quadrant	 specifications	 as	 a	
whole,	to	reveal	some	collective	insights	on	ENGO	strategies	and	trade-offs	during	elections.		
	
4.4.1	Political	Party	Platform	Attention		
When	 speaking	with	 ENGOs	 about	 the	 relationships	 and	 interactions	 they	 held	with	 political	
parties,	there	were	diverging	reactions	between	groups	who	shared	low	and	high	political	party	
attention.	
	
ENGOs	with	low	political	party	attention	were	found	to	avoid	creating	strong	ties	with	parties.	
Interactions	with	political	parties	were	generally	associated	with	longer-term	political	costs	and	
was	 particularly	 expressed	 by	 lesser	 resourced	 ENGOs	 who	 feared	 the	 consequences	 of	
appearing	partisan	due	to	the	strict	regulations	under	Canada’s	CRA	policy.		This	is	because	being	
audited	or	fined	could	take	a	bigger	hit	to	their	organizations	compared	to	larger,	more	resourced	
ENGOs.	This	revealed	an	explicit	calculated	cost	of	participating	in	elections.	As	a	result,	these	
groups	 found	 it	 more	 beneficial	 in	 pushing	 their	 policy	 priorities	 forward	 vis-à-vis	 citizen	
mobilization.	For	example,	one	ENGO	justified	that	indirectly	mobilizing	around	political	parties	
is	the	best	way	to	receive	adequate	political	outcomes,		
	
“…I	mean,	we	sent	emails	to	all	the	party	leaders,	and	had	a	petition	that	got	emailed	to	them.	But	the	way	by	far	it	
is	 to	be	most	effective	 to	 candidates	 is	 to	have	people	knock	on	people’s	door	or	have	 someone	 raise	an	 issue…	
Because	the	rest	of	it	is	almost	just,	expected	noise?	And	so,	parties	do	not	pay	close	attention	to	it.	Whereas,	if	a	
candidate	 or	 canvassers	 are	 coming	 back	 saying	 ‘oh,	we’re	 hearing	 from	 everybody	 about	 THIS	 or	 three	 people	
tonight	asked	about	THIS—we	need	an	answer’	THEN—it’s	the	main	go-off-the-chain	to	the	office	saying,	 ‘ok	we	
need	an	answer,	we	need	a	position.’	And	you	don’t	get	that	effect	if	you	just	go	straight	to	the	top.	Cause	[political	
parties’]	war-rooms	are	meant	to	be	insulated	against	people”	(Group	3).			
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Hence,	by	educating	and	mobilizing	voters,	they	could	organize	their	message	towards	parties	
from	 additional,	 outside	 angles,	 and	 thus	 enable	 them	 to	 louden	 their	 voice	 at	 a	 time	when	
ENGOs	may	otherwise	be	ignored.	This	strategy	displays	one	of	the	ways	in	which	ENGOs	are	able	
to	 utilize	 outsider	 strategies	 to	 mobilize	 new	 resources	 (i.e.	 citizens)	 but	 also	 channel	 their	
expertise	in	more	useful	ways	(i.e.	educating	citizens).		
	
Another	 way	 to	 exercise	 secondary	 interaction	 with	 political	 parties	 was	 seen	 through	 the	
federal-level	coalitions.	Here,	activities	such	as	surveys	were	given	to	political	parties	and	later	
published	as	well	as	meeting	with	political	incumbents	with	a	group	of	ENGOs.	Coalitions	acted	
as	one	way	to	participate	nationally	and	hold	greater	leverage	to	encourage	parties	to	take	on	
stronger	 stances	on	environmental	 issues.	 This	was	noted	by	groups	who	may	have	 targeted	
specific	 issues	 but	 also	 wanted	 to	mobilize	 around	 larger,	 nation-wide	 environmental	 topics	
(Group	4).		
	
On	the	contrary,	 it	was	 found	that	groups	with	high	political	party	attention	tended	to	utilize	
more	insider	strategies.	This	was	evident	in	their	efforts	to	build	relationships	alongside	political	
parties	and	influence	their	decisions	during	platform	development	and	creating	policy	agendas.	
As	one	ENGO	stated,		
	
	“…	we	tend	to	do	work	particularly	around	platform	development	with	the	political	parties.	So	trying	to	get	them	to	
commit	to	things	that	are	consistent	with	policy	things	we’re	pursuing.	…during	[this	time]	we	would	meet	with	either	
cabinet	ministers,	MPs	or	staff	who	are	in	charge	of	developing	positions	and	platforms	for	the	upcoming	election	
and	usually	have	some	back	and	forth	if	they	are	interested	in	things	we	are	talking	about	on	a	policy	basis	to	help	
inform	themselves	what	to	come	up	with.	We	act	as	resource	people.	And,	yeah	it	varies	by	party—I	mean	sometimes	
they	 have	 more	 MPs	 involved,	 sometimes	 it’s	 more	 staff	 driven,	 everybody	 seems	 to	 have	 a	 slightly	 different	
approach”	(Group	2).	
	
These	face-to-face	consultations	provided	an	opportunity	to	influence	agendas	before	the	‘writ	
was	dropped’	and	to	provide	advice	to	parties	to	develop	their	policy	agendas	throughout	the	
campaign	period.	Here,	the	trade-off	was	just	that—by	channeling	strong	insider	contact	vis-à-
vis	research	and	expertise,	they	would	not	to	spend	their	time	and	resources	mobilizing	citizens,		
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“Really	the	only	way	in	which	we	can	be	relevant	is	if	we	are	saying	something	that	no	one	else	has	thought	of,	or	we	
are	saying	it	in	a	different	way	or	we	are	helping	elected	folks	or	folks	who	aspire	to	be	elected,	solve	policy	problems.	
So	that	is	our	competitive	advantage	in	the	ecosystem,	and	that	is	part	of	the	reasons	you	saw	our	coverage	related	
to	policy	work.	You	know,	it	is	sometimes	a	weakness	to	us	that	we	can’t	do	those	things	and	other	times,	it	can	be	
an	advantage	particularly	when	we	are	having	big	conversations	about	policy	agendas,	 like	we	were	 in	the	2015	
election”	(Group	1).		
	
So,	for	these	ENGOs	trade-offs	were	found	by	channeling	their	resources	towards	political	parties	
instead	of	primarily	citizens.	In	short,	it	is	clear	that	groups	with	low	engagement	vis-à-vis	political	
parties	strategized	by	engaging	citizens	while	groups	with	a	higher	engagement	vis-à-vis	political	
parties	strategized	on	sustaining	ties	with	parties	and	assisting	them	with	platform	developments	
for	their	upcoming	policy	agendas.		
	
4.4.2	Media	Attention		
As	regards	to	media	attention,	groups	generally	agreed	on	its	importance.	For	instance,	ENGOs	
receiving	both	high	or	low	media	attention	during	the	election	claimed	that	media	is	imperative	
during	elections	as	ENGOs	have	few	levers	at	their	disposal	to	push	their	messages	forward.	All	
ENGOs	claimed	that	the	media	facilitated	grounds	to	‘amplify	their	message’	during	a	time	where	
many	citizens	were	tuning	into	the	media	and	engaging	with	articles	surrounding	policies	that	
political	 parties	 were	 discussing.	 Nevertheless,	 varying	 strategies	 and	 trade-offs	 were	 also	
present	amongst	ENGOs	who	had	different	degrees	of	media	attention.		
	
For	groups	who	received	lower	national	media	attention,	this	was	once	again	a	resource-related	
issue.	For	example,	the	funding	capacities	needed	to	reach	Canadians	across	the	country	(Group	
4).	Another	ENGO	noted	that	receiving	media	coverage	was	simply	a	matter	of	how	salient	the	
media	deemed	an	issue	at	a	particular	time	(Group	2).	However,	one	reason	found	for	groups	not	
prioritizing	coverage	was	due	to	their	organizational	anatomy.	For	example,	ENGOs	who	hold	
‘membership	models’	had	to	ability	to	conjure	up	contact	lists	to	ask	for	Canadians	to	take	action	
or	 take	 part	 in	 other	 indirect	 activities	 (i.e.	 signing	 a	 petition)	 to	 gain	 attention.	 Therefore,	
receiving	media	attention	was	just	an	additional	way	to	contact	more	individuals.		This	ensues	
some	interesting	findings	regarding	potential	electoral	benefits	in	preserving	an	organization’s	
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needs	while	maintaining	a	certain	degree	of	organizational	maintenance	(i.e.	ensuring	members	
actions	is	being	mobilized)	(Hanegraaff	et	al.,	2016:	18).		
	
As	for	groups	with	high	media	attention,	the	priority	was	ensuring	that	political	narratives	were	
balanced,	and	there	were	consistent	public	reactions	to	the	otherwise	political	party-	dominated	
media.	Moreover,	 this	would	 set	 the	 stage	 for	how	 issues	and	arguments	 could	be	discussed	
during	 the	election	 campaign	period	 (Group	1).	 Consequently,	 however,	 this	 also	meant	 that	
ENGOs	tend	to	take	on	a	‘reactive’	role	to	what	parties	were	stating	in	the	media	(Group	3).	And	
although	more	media	outlets	have	developed	over	the	last	decade	(i.e.	twitter,	Facebook,	etc.),	
ENGOs	continue	to	battle	for	coverage	through	‘legacy’	media	outlets	(i.e.	newspapers,	television	
etc.),		
	
“…one	thing	[we	are]	good	at	is	shaping	media	narratives…	and	get	media	coverage	[and]	lines	in	that	you	want.	So	
the	media	is	the	main	place	people	will	hear	about	it	but	increasingly…over	the	last	10	years	[there	are]	many	more	
ways	 to	 communicate	 directly	 with	 people	 rather	 than	 through	 gatekeeper	 media.	 Things	 like	 blogs,	 websites,	
sending	 email	 to	 supporters	 throughout	 the	 election…	 It	 used	 to	 be	 that	 the	 public	 narrative	 was	 completely	
controlled	by	the	legacy	media	and	that	is	increasingly	less	true.	But	they	are	still	the	largest	source	of	information.	
And	in	particular,	they’re	key	is	talking	to	people	that	we	have	not	already	kind	of	connected	to	you.	So	if	you’re	trying	
to	reach	new	audiences,	media	is	key”	(Group	3).	
	
Here,	it	is	clear	that	outsider	strategies	were	utilized	to	attract	new	supporters	as	well	as	ensure	
ENGOs	objectives	were	being	vocalized	within	public	domains	rather	than	limiting	themselves	to	
citizens	 within	 a	 particular	 geographical	 or	membership	 perimeter.	 In	 sum,	 groups	 with	 low	
media	 attention	 commonly	 sought	 trade-offs	 by	 reaching	 out	 vis-à-vis	 their	 members	 while	
groups	with	high	media	coverage	heavily	strategized	around	the	media	to	shape	narratives	that	
otherwise	could	be	dominated	by	political	parties.			
	
4.4.3	Collective	ENGO	Insights:	Trade-Offs	and	Strategies	as	a	Network		
As	stated	above,	when	asking	ENGOs	about	their	trade-offs	within	their	organization,	it	was	found	
that	trade-offs	were	not	prominent	within	groups.	For	example,	many	groups	underlined	that	the	
plan	they	had	going	into	the	election	fulfilled	their	individual	mandate	and	was	approached	from	
a	broader	view.	For	example,	as	one	ENGO	mentioned	[and	was	agreed	by	others],		
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“So,	it	really	was	not	a	conversation	about	trade-offs	it	was	more	like	‘how	do	we	get	all	of	the	things	that	we	have	
been	avoiding	as	a	country	or	not	talking	about	as	a	country—and	how	do	we	find	strategic	access	points	for	those	
issues	in	platform	campaigns”	(Group	1).	
	
However,	when	considering	both	the	quadrant	criterion	conjointly,	it	can	now	be	made	clear	that	
ENGOs	were	not	holding	trade-offs	due	to	their	own	organizational	goals,	but	rather,	activities	
and	strategies	were	based	on	how	each	groups’	mandate	fit	into	the	all-inclusive	environmental	
movement	during	the	election.	This	premise	became	clear	as	ENGOs	distinguished	that	they	were	
in	close	contact	with	each	other	prior	and	during	the	election	period.	As	one	ENGO	mentioned,		
	
“Yeah,	we	all	talk	to	each	other.	We	knew	what	all	the	other	major	groups	were	doing.	And	so,	we	said	OK	we’re	
going	to	do	that,	they’re	going	to	focus	on	this.	Like	at	the	bottom	of	our	site	or	at	least	our	action	page,	we	had	links	
to	[other	ENGOs]	things.	So	you	know,	if	[our]	supporters	came	to	look	at	our	stuff,	they	would	also	see	their	stuff”	
(Group	3).		
	
This	can	be	further	apprehended	when	assessing	each	ENGO’s	overall	objective	going	into	the	
2015	election.	For	example,	when	looking	at	all	four	groups	within	the	quadrant,	there	was	an	
even	distribution	of	shared	goals	between	ENGOs.	These	two	themes	included	either:	1)	changing	
and	ensuring	environmental	 issues	were	 talked	about	and	debated;	and	2)	 shifting	or	getting	
political	parties	mobilized	on	advancing	their	climate	agendas.	However,	this	even	breakdown	
was	not	a	total	fluke.	As	groups	were	in	relatively	close	contact,	goals	of	ENGOs	were	created	
with	 awareness	 and	 acquaintance	 of	 surrounding	 ENGOs	 within	 the	 large	 environmental	
movement.	Therefore,	instead	of	understanding	ENGO	trade-offs	within	each	ENGO’s	electoral	
strategies,	it	is	more	relevant	to	consider	trade-offs	between	ENGOs.		One	group	disclosed	this	
as	a	somewhat	‘insider-outsider’	strategy	between	groups,	
	
“…	we	see	ourselves	as	a	movement	 rather	 than	an	 inside	Ottawa	 lobby	group.	So	 there	were	groups	 that	were	
talking	directly	to	the	parties	about	their	platforms,	and	trying	to	shape	their	wording.	You	know	we	talk	to	these	
groups	and	let	them	do	that.	This	is	sort-of	called	‘an	inside-outside’	game…	We	have	all	done	so	many	elections	that	
is	somewhat	like	‘you’re	going	to	do	that	bit,	we’re	going	to	do	this	bit”	(Group	3).		
	
This	 characterization	 was	 later	 underlined	 as	 a	 relative	 ‘division	 of	 labour’	 between	 groups’	
strategies	in	order	to	push	an	overall	environmental	message	forward.	For	instance,	it	was	noted	
that,	while	outsider	 ‘grassroots-movement’	groups	would	take	part	 in	events	with	banners	to	
ensure	public	presence;	 insider	 ‘policy	walkers’	would	be	unable	 to	do	 so	 to	warrant	a	more	
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conventional	 image	 to	 various	political	 actors	 and	parties.	Moreover,	 this	 provided	 a	 circular	
reaction	as	groups	could	reflect	what	other	groups	were	saying	and	put	it	back	into	the	public	
realm	in	various	ways	to	reach	as	many	individuals	as	possible.			
	
This	 harmonized	 action	 further	 indicates	 that	 ENGOs	 were	 working	 as	 a	 network	 and	
complimented	each	other’s	activity.	This	was	more	specifically	underlined	when	discussing	with	
one	ENGO	about	coalition	work,		
	
“It	was	a	question	of	efficiency,	as	we	had	long	conversations	in	advance	about	the	types	of	point	that	we	would	raise	
and	sometimes	we	played	different	roles	in	those	meetings.	One	organization	may	go	really	hard	on	an	issue	if	they	
take	a	more	hardline	edge	and	another	organization	might	back	off	if	they	do	not	have	an	opinion	on	a	certain	topic”	
(Group	1).		
	
Consequently,	it	is	clear	as	elections	are	rather	short	periods	of	time,	and	dividing	tasks	amongst	
groups	would	hold	higher	chances	of	ensuring	goals	were	met.	Furthermore,	working	together	
would	enable	groups	to	pool	resources	in	achieving	their	policy	demands.			
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5.	Discussion	and	Conclusion		
Elections	are	not	only	important	times	for	political	parties.	Interest	groups	can	also	use	elections	
to	 push	 their	 policy	 perspectives	 in	 order	 to	 influence	 upcoming	 policy	 agendas	 (Hacker	 and	
Pierson,	2014).	The	purpose	of	this	study	was	to	investigate	the	electoral	engagement	of	interest	
groups,	focusing	on	the	strategic	choices	and	trade-offs	they	make	in	terms	of	election	activities	
and	 policy	 asks.	 This	was	 accomplished	 by	 conducting	 a	 single	 case	 study	 to	 understand	 the	
involvement	of	Canadian	ENGOs	during	its	42nd	national	election	in	2015.	While	previous	analyses	
have	 focused	 on	 partisan	 and	 non-partisan	 engagements	 of	 interest	 groups	 in	 elections	
(Binderkrantz,	2015);	this	study’s	purpose	was	to	detect	any	activity	of	interest	groups	in	order	
to	truly	understand	the	degree	and	nature	of	engagements	during	this	time.	This	was	carried	out	
using	an	 integrated	conceptual	 framework—utilizing	 resource	mobilization	 theory	and	a	cost-
benefit	approach.	This	would	enable	a	more	well-rounded	approach	to	my	analysis;	in	order	to	
detect	how	interest	groups	chose	to	organize	their	resources	as	well	as	weigh	the	pros	and	cons	
to	undertaking	actions	during	elections.	These	questions	were	addressed	relying	on	data	from	
document	and	web	analyses,	as	well	as	four	qualitative	interviews.		
	
5.1	Discussion,	Summary	and	Relevance	of	the	Results		
While	 elections	 constitute	 a	 circumstance	 with	 high	 stakes	 and	 substantial	 risks	 for	 interest	
groups,	 groups	 tend	 to	 mobilize	 their	 resources	 accordingly	 to	 ensure	 that	 their	 benefits	
outweigh	the	costs.	These	calculations	were	found	to	be	exercised	not	within	ENGOs	and	their	
individual	election	objectives,	but	rather	through	coordination	with	other	national	ENGOs	and	
harmonizing	tasks	according	to	an	individual-ENGO’s	capacity.	This	provided	clarity	to	the	types	
of	electoral	activities	and	policy	issues	ENGOs	exercised	throughout	the	campaign	period.		This	
will	be	further	verified	through	a	brief	summary	and	discussion	of	my	main	findings	across	the	
three	 sub-questions	 that	 together	 provide	 a	 comprehensive	 answer	 to	 my	 main	 research	
question:	How	do	interest	groups	engage	politically	during	election	periods?		
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SQ#1:	What	kinds	of	activities	do	groups	engage	in?	
In	 the	 first	 sub-question:	 what	 kinds	 of	 activities	 do	 groups	 engage	 in?	 —the	 underlying	
expectation	was	that	groups	would	hold	low	levels	of	engagement	during	elections	(Binderkrantz,	
2015).	While	I	find	this	to	be	true	for	the	anticipated	electoral-related	activities,	showing	next	to	
zero	engagements	(i.e.	financial	and	non-financial	contributions,	political	party	endorsements,	
voter	scorecards	etc.);	I	also	find	high	levels	of	engagement	in	other	activities.	These	activities	
included	ones	that	were	non-partisan	and	targeted	various	audiences	such	as	political	parties,	
citizens	and	voting	efforts.	For	example,	creating	‘advocacy	kits’	and	subsequent	election	events	
and	training	for	engaged	citizens;	or	campaigns	and	pledges	to	promote	voting	for	environmental	
issues.		
	
However,	the	nature	of	these	activities	was	not	a	complete	coincidence	as	they	were	structured	
around	particular	Canadian	legal	contexts	(CRA	Policy)—where	it	is	obligatory	for	Canadian	ENGO	
activity	to	remain	unpartisan.	The	institutional	contexts	explained	by	Klüver	et	al.	(2015)	in	this	
case	implied	that	decisions	to	engage	in	elections	meant	more	potential	costs	than	benefits	for	
Canadian	ENGOs	as	they	must	ensure	to	appear	unpartisan.	This	finding	therefore,	disregards	the	
central	risk	of	engaging	in	elections	due	to	members	disliking	partisan	involvement	as	they	are	
prohibited	by	 law	 (Allern	and	Saglie,	2008).	Nonetheless,	 this	 institutional	 framework	did	not	
completely	terminate	ENGOs’	electoral	engagement.	Instead,	ENGOs	were	found	to	mobilize	in	
non-partisan	 ways	 that	 could	 also	 ensure	 their	 message	 would	 continue	 to	 be	 amplified	 in	
broader	political	domains.	Therefore,	ENGOs	still	sought	the	benefits	associated	with	elections	
than	to	shy	away	completely	when	faced	with	‘initial’	costs.	Overall,	the	empirical	investigations	
associated	 with	 the	 first	 sub-question	 underlined	 how	 groups	 sought	 to	 mobilize	 resources	
during	 the	 election,	 as	well	 as	 engage	 in	 new	 resources	 (i.e.	 citizens)	 in	 order	 to	 attain	 their	
organizational	goals	of	promoting	stronger	environmental	policies.	
	
SQ#2:	What	kind	of	policy	issues	do	groups	focus	on?		
Following	this	logic,	the	second	sub-question:	what	kinds	of	policy	issues	do	groups	focus	on?	—
deciphered	the	types	of	policy	issues	ENGOs	prioritized	through	means	of	the	nine	groups	who	
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held	 ‘policy	 asks.’	 For	 the	most	 part,	 policy	 asks	 sought	 to	 implement	 new	policies,	 increase	
government	spending,	and	focused	on	the	national	level	as	opposed	to	Canada’s	international	
environmental	role.	This	ran	parallel	with	the	overall	electoral	theme	of	‘change.’	Issues	ENGOs	
addressed	 were	 predominantly	 paralleled	 with	 issues	 that	 were	 found	 ‘salient’	 amongst	 the	
general	media	and	political	parties.	Some	examples	of	these	asks	included	linking	the	economy	
or	energy	topics	to	the	environment.	For	instance,	Greenpeace’s	policy	ask	receiving	high	media	
attention	 ‘100%	 Renewable	 Energy	 Economy’	 or	 Ecology	 Action	 Centre’s	 ask	 receiving	 high	
political	 party	 attention,	 ‘Fed.	 Government	 must	 provide	 more	 support	 to	 cities	 for	 public	
transport.’		
	
With	that	said,	ENGOs	were	able	to	harness	impact	through	the	recognition	from	political	party	
platforms	and	the	media.	In	regards	to	political	party	platform	recognition,	80.6%	of	all	policy	
asks	received	recognition	from	either	1,2,3	or	all	parties	and	19.4%	received	zero	recognition.	
While	the	most	common	pattern	was	receiving	recognition	from	one-party,	the	least	common	
were	asks	receiving	recognition	from	all	four	parties.	The	small	proportion	of	asks	that	did	receive	
full	recognition	(4	parties),	shared	similar	characteristics,	particularly	all	being	general	asks.	And	
conversely,	asks	that	were	not	recognized	by	any	party	were	usually	specific	asks	and	from	less-
resourced	groups.	One	ENGO	with	a	number	of	unrecognized	asks	noted	that	having	specific	asks	
was	not	primarily	a	strategy	to	receive	recognition	by	parties,	but	also	with	the	purpose	to	simply	
get	 issues	 out	 into	 the	 public	 eye.	 	 This	 indicated	 a	 strategy	 related	 to	 organizational	
maintenance.	As	for	media	recognition,	31%	of	asks	were	found	to	receive	at	least	one	media	
mention.	Due	to	Ecology	Action	Centre’s	large	number	of	asks	(29	asks)	representing	an	outlier,	
this	percentage	may	appear	to	be	quite	low;	otherwise	the	remaining	groups	and	their	asks	would	
show	50%	of	asks	receiving	at	least	one	media	mention.	In	addition	to	the	overall	media	coverage,	
not	 all	 asks	 received	 the	 same	 number	 of	media	mentions.	 For	 example,	 70%	 of	 the	media	
mentions	were	covered	by	2	 larger,	 resourceful	groups.	And	out	of	all	 the	asks	 that	 received	
media	attention,	about	75%	of	them	were	general	asks.		
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Altogether,	ENGOs	tended	to	received	more	recognition	from	political	parties	than	they	did	from	
the	 media.2	 An	 important	 detail	 regarding	 the	 makeup	 of	 this	 coverage,	 was	 that	 more	
resourceful	organizations	were	successful	in	maintaining	relationships	with	the	media	(Andrews	
and	Caren,	2010;	Baumgartner	and	Leech,	2001).	All	 in	all,	sub-question	two	further	indicated	
that	groups	engage	in	a	number	of	environmentally-related	policy	issues	and	that	they	mobilized	
through	various	outlets	to	achieve	their	goal.		Nevertheless,	the	ability	to	attain	coverage	was	
not	equal	for	all	ENGOs.	Instead,	groups	were	more	likely	to	receive	coverage	in	both	the	media	
and	party	platforms	if	their	asks	were	more	general.	However,	out	of	the	groups	that	did	have	
general	 asks	 (and	 thus	 captured	 high	 coverage),	 was	 only	 a	 small	 set	 of	 groups	 with	 higher	
resources.	
	
SQ	#3:	What	are	the	trade-offs	that	groups	make	regarding	their	election	activities	and	policy	
priorities?		
The	 first	 two	 sub-questions	 provided	 a	 comprehensive	overview	of	 the	 activities	 that	 ENGOs	
engaged	in	during	the	election	period,	and	the	extent	to	which	their	different	policy	asks	resonate	
in	 the	media	and	platforms	of	political	parties.	 Still,	 this	 thesis	 also	aimed	 to	understand	 the	
strategic	trade-offs	that	characterizes	the	electoral	engagement	of	groups.	Hence,	the	third	sub-
question:	what	are	the	trade-offs	that	groups	make	regarding	their	election	activities	and	policy	
priorities?	—provided	 the	 rationales	and	validations	behind	 the	activities	and	 issues	analyzed	
from	the	first	two-sub	questions.	Through	four-semi	structured	interviews	with	ENGOs	whose	
policy	asks	held	different	levels	of	recognition	from	the	media	and	parties’	platforms,	a	better	
understanding	of	the	types	of	trade-offs	between	electoral	ENGO	activities	and	strategies	was	
obtained.	 Here,	 it	 was	 rationally	 presumed	 that	 ENGOs	 would	 calculate	 trade-offs	 as	 an	
independent	 actor	 in	 order	 to	 meet	 their	 individual	 electoral	 mandate.	 Nevertheless,	 when	
inquiring	about	ENGOs	strategies,	it	was	found	that	trade-offs	did	not	occur	within	ENGOs,	but	
rather	across	groups.	This	was	not	understood	until	evaluating	all	ENGOs	and	their	 individual	
objectives	 together.	 At	 that	 point,	 it	 became	 clear	 that	 groups	 had	 complimentary	 harmony	
																																																						
2	This	is	in	part	due	to	overlapping	issues	found	between	asks.	For	instance,	if	two	groups	asked	for	a	greener	economy—they	
would	both	be	given	recognition	from	the	same	party	platforms	mention,	but	media	recognition	would	depend	if	their	name	
and	ask	were	included	in	the	article.			
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between	their	objectives,	which	justified	for	the	trade-offs	I	had	originally	expected	to	observe	
at	the	organizational	level.		
	
This	 was	 initially	 demonstrated	 by	 an	 equal	 breakdown	 of	 groups’	 main	 goals	 for	 the	 2015	
election.	These	two	themes	included	either:	1)	changing	and	ensuring	environmental	issues	were	
talked	about	and	debated;	and	2)	shifting	or	getting	political	parties	mobilized	on	advancing	their	
climate	agendas.	This	was	subsequently	reinforced	through	the	distribution	of	strategies	used	by	
groups,	in	particular,	the	trade-offs	made	by	groups	to	employ	insider	and/or	outsider	strategies.	
For	example,	 the	groups	displayed	 in	 the	quadrant	held	quite	an	equal	breakdown	of	groups	
performing	more	outsider	approaches,	and	primarily	utilizing	the	media	as	a	strategy	to	mobilize	
the	public;	and	others	seeking	a	more	insider	approach	through	consulting	with	parties	during	
platform	development.	This	trade-off	or	allotment	was	found	not	to	be	haphazard,	but	instead	
through	dialogue	amongst	ENGOs	before	and	during	the	election	to	discuss	their	capacities	as	
serving	as	an	unofficial	‘division	of	labour’	of	strategies	to	push	environmental	messages	forward.	
This	would	not	only	ensure	a	more	widespread	reach	of	activities	without	excessive	overlaps,	but	
also	enable	groups	to	show	their	strategic	strengths.	For	instance,	while	groups	who	mobilized	
directly	to	parties	during	platform	development	considered	it	beneficial	to	shaping	policies	and	
getting	ideas	committed	before	the	writ	was	dropped;	groups	who	prioritized	media	attention	
considered	 that	 mobilizing	 narratives	 in	 public	 domains	 from	 a	 more	 ‘bottom-up’	 approach	
during	the	campaign	period	would	provide	a	more	beneficial	outcome	as	they	found	parties	tend	
to	honor	citizens’	opinions	than	the	constant	echoes	of	ENGOs.		
	
However,	groups	with	more	resources	appeared	to	calculate	with	more	gains	and	fewer	costs	
(Binderkrantz,	2015).	This	was	perceptible	in	a	number	of	ways.	Firstly,	their	capacity	to	reach	
more	Canadians	was	 larger	compared	to	 less	resourced	groups.	These	capacities	 include	both	
financial-related	 resources	 (i.e.	 budgets)	 as	 well	 as	 larger	 and	 broader-based	 research	
capabilities.	 For	 instance,	 group	4	noted	 that	 they	 tended	 to	 focus	 their	 research	on	 specific	
issues	due	to	lesser	financial	capacities.	Hence,	more	resourced	groups	were	able	to	take	on	a	
broader	range	of	issues	and	activities	during	elections	(and	further	confirmed	the	activity	found	
Divide	and	Conquer:	Interest	Group	Engagement	During	Elections|	
	
95	
in	 sub-question	 #2).	 Nevertheless,	 for	 groups	 with	 less	 capacities,	 it	 was	 found	 that	 many	
collaborated	through	coalitions	with	larger	groups	in	order	to	share	combined	resources	and	in	
that	way	have	a	relatable	reach	(Rowley	and	Moldoveanu,	2003:	215).	This	observation	is	in	line	
with	Hanegraaff	et	al	2016,	who	notes	that	resource	dependencies	also	heavily	affect	the	type	of	
strategies	groups	can	employ	(Hanegraaff	et	al.,	2016:	18).			
	
Secondly,	more	resourced	groups	generally	had	the	ability	to	choose	which	strategies	they	could	
employ	(i.e.	insider	and	outsider)	or	have	the	capacity	to	combine	both.	Whereas	ENGOs	overall	
utilized	outsider	strategies	more	often	compared	to	insider	strategies,	groups	who	applied	insider	
strategies	had	the	ability	to	also	apply	outsider	strategies.	In	other	words,	groups	who	had	the	
ability	to	combine	both	kinds	of	strategies	were	groups	who	would	initially	had	the	capacity	to	
employ	insider	strategies	and	not	the	other	way	around.	The	choice	of	an	ENGO	combining	both	
insider	 and	 outsider	 strategies	 appeared	 to	 be	 calculated	 on	 whether	 or	 not	 a	 group	 could	
achieve	an	outsider	 strategy	better	 than	another	 ENGO,	or	 if	 no	other	 ENGO	was	 covering	a	
similar	topic.	For	example,	group	1	who	was	shown	to	employ	both	types	of	strategies	did	so	as	
they	held	specialized	knowledge	and	research	capacities	in	the	environment	and	energy	domains	
that	other	groups	did	not	possess	to	the	same	extent.	And	therefore,	could	leverage	recognition	
in	both	the	media	and	party	platforms.	Altogether,	 this	 led	 to	a	specialized	division	of	 labour	
amongst	 ENGOs,	 and	was	 further	 reinforced	 through	 the	 collaboration	 of	 both	 high	 and	 low	
resource	groups	noting	their	participation	in	coalitions	to	drive	policy	positions	throughout	the	
election.	 This	was	 seen	 to	mainly	 serve	 a	purpose	of	 efficiency	when	 tackling	 goals—such	as	
allocating	roles	in	meetings	with	politicians	or	through	amplifying	policy	perspectives	in	public	
domains;	as	well	as	ensuring	a	level	of	organizational	maintenance	for	lower	resourced	groups	
or	groups	with	membership	(Levesque,	2017:	281;	Hanegraaff	et	al.,	2016:	18;	Baumgartner	and	
Leech	1998).		
	
	
	
	
Divide	and	Conquer:	Interest	Group	Engagement	During	Elections|	
	
96	
5.2	Limitations	to	my	Research	&	Suggestions	for	Future	Research	Agendas		
My	research	provides	an	important	complement	to	previous	work	by	Binderkrantz	(2015)	on	the	
electoral	 engagement	 of	 groups,	 and	 increases	 our	 understanding	 of	 her	 notable	 paradox	
regarding	the	participation	of	groups	in	elections.	She	notes	that	while	there	is	an	exceptional	
level	of	interest	in	the	election	outcome,	interest	groups	tend	to	abstain	from	being	active	due	
to	the	costs	associated	with	electioneering	(Binderkrantz,	2015:	135).	While	she	underlines	all	
the	risks	involved	in	electoral	engagement	and	how	interest	groups	will	resort	to	dis-engage;	my	
research	 points	 in	 a	 different	 direction.	 Instead,	 I	 have	 found	 there	 is	 actually	 quite	 a	 lot	 of	
engagement	amongst	interest	groups	in	elections.	Not	only	do	group	engage	in	different	ways,	
through	various	activities	(which	are	not	always	equally	visible),	but	they	also	sought	to	find	more	
benefits	by	working	together.	Groups	thus	considered	it	important	to	be	active	during	elections,	
and	also	demonstrated	quite	high	levels	of	engagement.	For	example,	recalling	on	how	all	four	
ENGOs	interviewed	noted	the	importance	of	media	coverage,	whether	that	be	to	react	to	policy	
positions	of	political	parties	or	 inform	the	public.	Furthermore,	to	ensure	proper	execution	of	
their	strategies,	groups	carefully	calculated	their	engagements	by	preparing	early	on	during	this	
period.	In	sum,	this	study	underlined	how	groups	are	able	to	calculate	and	strategize	to	achieve	
policy	and	organizational	benefits,	even	at	times	that	carry	potentially	high	political	costs,	such	
as	elections.		
	
Yet,	 despite	 this	 contribution,	 there	 are	 a	 number	of	 limitations	of	 this	 study	 that	 should	be	
highlighted	and	taken	into	account	when	interpreting	the	results.	The	first	limitation	related	to	
the	variety	of	factors	that	shape	the	prominence	of	an	issue	(such	as	the	environment)	during	
election	times,	whereas	the	second	limitation	is	a	result	of	the	chosen	research	design.	This	is	
important	as	in	any	election,	there	is	no	one	reason	for	an	outcome	occurring	as	there	are	many	
policies,	decisions	and	debates	surrounding	these	times.		
	
A	first	additional	factor	is	considering	that	ENGOs	during	this	election	all	shared	a	similar	if	not	
identical	outlook	on	how	they	wanted	policy	to	be	shaped,	which	allowed	ENGOs	to	work	as	a	
movement.	Although	this	is	quite	beneficial	to	them	and	their	success,	organizational	practices	
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in	other	policy	areas	could	be	quite	different.	Take	for	instance	another	policy	area	such	as	health,	
where	the	level	of	consensus	among	groups	could	be	much	lower	and	conflict	among	(even	like-
minded	organizations)	could	be	more	prevalent	(i.e.	groups	seeking	to	privatize	healthcare	versus	
groups	who	strive	for	a	publicly	funded	system).	This	would	likely	result	in	a	less	coherent	set	of	
activities.	Another	factor	could	involve	the	international	salience	of	the	UNFCCC’s	COP21	in	Paris	
in	December	2015,	six	weeks	following	Canada’s	national	election.	Many	social	media	outlets	as	
well	 as	 political	 groups	 were	 discussing	 these	 issues	 which	 may	 have	 assisted	 in	 garnishing	
political	pressure	and	support	even	outside	of	Canadian	border	for	citizens	to	vote	a	certain	way,	
and	in	this	case,	take	a	more	pro-environmental	stance.	A	third	factor	could	have	resulted	from	
the	strongly	versed	theme	for	‘change’	during	the	election	as	noted	in	the	analysis	and	discussion	
above.	Or	 to	phrase	 it	differently,	 the	current	government	was	not	only	 losing	 influence	over	
voters,	 but	was	 un-favoured	 by	 other	 policy	 sectors	 as	well.	Meaning,	 that	 the	 environment	
sector	was	likely	not	the	only	policy	domain	seeking	for	a	switch	of	government,	and	therefore	
was	rather	a	contributor	than	sole-influencer	to	this	change.	In	other	words,	although	it	was	in	
ENGOs’	favour	for	this	election,	it	could	have	resulted	in	less	impact	if	the	circumstances	were	
reversed.	Last	but	not	least,	are	the	standard	factors	revolving	around	party	politics.	In	this	case,	
the	elected	government	(the	Liberal	Party)	attracted	a	high	number	of	youth	voters,	which	may	
have	contributed	to	the	political	popularity	for	voting	based	on	pro-environmental	policies	(as	
younger	people	are	more	likely	to	vote	based	on	this	issue)	than	older	cohorts	(see	also	Anderson	
and	Coletto,	2015).		
	
The	second	limitation	related	to	the	research	design	more	broadly.	In	other	words,	the	empirical	
evidence	provided	covers	only	one	country.	However,	future	research	could	consider	replication	
through	several	country	case	studies,	which	might	yield	varying	results	and/or	enhance	the	level	
of	 certainty	 to	 the	 evidence	 provided	 in	 this	 study.	 For	 instance,	 it	 would	 be	 interesting	 to	
conduct	 case	 studies	 in	 countries	 that	 do	not	 specifically	 face	 the	 same	 regulations	 (i.e.	 CRA	
policy)	 that	 hinder	 groups	 from	participating	 in	 partisan-related	 activities.	A	 specific	 example	
might	be	replicating	this	 in	an	American	case	where	partisanship	 is	a	robust	and	deep-rooted	
feature	to	many	interest	groups	and	citizens	alike.	Another	point	of	departure	for	future	research	
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could	contend	to	further	analyzing	Canadian	ENGOs	but	rather	than	look	at	groups	individually	
as	in	this	study,	analyzing	how	these	groups	mobilize	as	a	movement	to	influence	policy	agendas.		
That	way,	a	closer	look	at	how	a	network	of	groups	may	impact	public	policy	and	the	possible	
advantages	or	disadvantages	behind	this	endeavour.	
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Appendix	
	
Interview	Questions	
	
Question	1:		
So	to	start	us	off,	what	was	your	main	goal/objective	going	into	the	2015	election	campaign?		
	
Question	2:	
	Each	ENGO	interviewed	would	receive	a	run-down	of	their	electoral	activities	collected	from	sub-
question	#1	and	would	be	asked	to	verify	them.	Subsequently	they	would	be	asked:	
	Is	this	a	complete	picture	or	are	we	missing	something?	
	
Question	3:		
With	that	said,	can	you	explain	some	of	the	strategic	choices	or	trade-offs	behind	those	activities?	
	
Question	4:		
More	specifically,	I	was	inquiring	what	kind	of	role	does	media	coverage	play	in	achieving	your	
goals	and	objectives?	And	in	what	ways?	
	
Question	5:		
Could	you	describe	your	 relations	and	 interactions	with	political	parties	 in	 the	context	of	 the	
campaign?		
	
